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ORDINATION tf 
OF OUR 
Firſt Biſhops in Queen Ez Tz4 aft Reign - 
AT THE 
Nacs-Hztap TayzsnN in Cheapſide, 
Thoroughly Examined 


And proved to be 
A N Inconſiſtent, Self- con- 


tradicting, and Abſurd FAB LE. 


WII H 
A View of the Caſe between HoRNE and BONNER; 


and of the Writings of STAPLETON, HARDING, 
and SANDERS. 
Whereby it is proved, 

That neither BonNER nor thoſe Writers ever heard of 
the Tavern-Ordination, or called in queſtion the Con- 
ſerration of Pa RK ERM, JewELL, Horne, Sc. at the 

Arxch-Biſhop's Chapel at Lambeth. 
In Anſwer to what is pretended to the contrary, byF.Lz Quinn, 


| in his Two Treatiſes, Ann. 1725, and 1730, Of the Nullity 


Es Engliſh Ordinations; and by an Engliſh anonymous 
riter of Remarks, on F. LE CoUuRaYER's Diſſertation 
in Defenſe of their Validity. 


| With Occafional Reflections on the Author of, The Nullity of the 
Prelatick Clergy and Church of En gland. 


By THOMAS BROWNE, B. 5. 
_ Formerly Fellow of St. Joh s Coll Cambridge. _ 
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10 
THE HONOURABLE 
Sir Francis Leiceſter, Bare. 
Of TaBLEY in Cheſhire, 
THIS 


DISCOURSE 
Is humbly Dedicated, 


In grateful Acknowledgment of his 
Long Favour and Friendſhip to the Author; 
And of a never-to-be-forgotten Inſtance of it, 


In his moſt F ree, Charitable, and 
Generous Support of him, 


Under the Infirmities of a very advanced Age, 
AND 
The irreparable Ruin of his Fortunes, 


By a late, too general, Calamity. 


r 


(i) 


PREFACE. 


HE Mriter of the following Di/- 
courſe had occaſion, a great many 

Years ſince, to defend the Validity 
of the Ordination of Arch-Biſhop Parker 
and our firſt Biſhops, in the Beginning of 
Queen Eligabeth's Reign, in a Latin Ser- 
mon Ad Clerum, preached before a Learned 
Audience, and printed afterwards, together 
with another Sermon, proving the Canoni- 
calneſs of their Ordination, tr tranſlated from 
the Engliſh. His Deſign was, in thoſe two 
Diſcourſes, to give a ſatisfactory Anſwer to 
the Objections of our Adverſaries of the 
Church of Rome, againſt the Ordinations of. 
Parker and his Brethren, both in point of 
Fact and Right. And the Queſtion of Fatt 
he ſhould have treated of in the firſt place, 
if he had not found Reaſon to declare his 
Senſe, - that the Relation of our Biſhops be- 
ing ordained at the * N. ag's-Head Tavern, 
did not deſerve to have any place in the 
Diſpute, or to be conſidered as a fair Point 


0 Concio ad © erum coram Acad. Cantab. A. 1687. p. 4» 
26, 27. | 
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of Controverſy, between Us and the Ro- 
maniſts, but to be looked upon as a Silly 
Fable, and Abominable Scandal. The Rea- 
ſons of his thinking no better of it, he laid 
down in a ſhort Compals at the end of the 
firſt Sermon. & 

He may now be thought to ſtand in need 
of an Apology, for making that Part of the 
Diſpute, of which he had then and ſtill has 
fo mean an Opinion, the Subject, by itſelf, 
of an entire and pretty large Diſcourſe. But 
that which, he muſt own, did in a manner 
provoke him to it, was the reading of the 
firſt Tome of F. Le Quien's firſt Treatiſe of 
the Nullity of the Engliſh Ordinations, lately 
ſeconded by Another upon the ſame Sub- 
ject. By reading that Part of this Author's 
firſt Work, he ſaw, that notwithſtanding 
the Tavern-Story had been ſufficiently con- 
futed and expoſed, by Mr. Maſon, at its 
firſt Appearance, and by Biſhop Bramhall 
half a Century aſter, when it was revived 
again in the /ate Times ; yet the Credit of 
it was not ſo far ſunk, in the Opinion at 
leaſt of ſome Bigots of the Party, but that 
a Man of Reputation for Learning and 
Judgment could, at this time of day, think 
it not below him to appear in the Defence 
of it. The Father tells us, There are Two 
Relations of Matthew Parker's Conſecration 
in the Engliſh Writers; the one of the Pro- 
teſtants, the other of the Catholicks. Two 


T. 1. ch. 6. p. 173. 
Relations! 
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Relations ! the latter of which is the Story 
of the Ordination at the Tavern, which he 
thinks fit to put upon the leyel with the 
Account of the Ordination at Lambeth, 


taken from our publick Regiſters and Re- 


cords. He gives the Hiſtory from Champney, 
and ſets it forth with the Air of a credible 
and plauſible Relation, and aſſures his Read- 
ers that there is © nothing in it that ſmells ſp 
ſtrong of Fable, or is ſo ridiculous as we pre- 
tend: And then makes it his Buſineſs, for 
more than 300 Pages, to the End of his 
firſt Tome, to ſhew, by diſproving the Lam- 
beth Account, that our firſt Biſhops-muſt be 
believed either to have had only that Mock- 
Conſecration, or none at all. 

He was ſeconded, ſome time after, by an 
Anonymous Engliſh Writer of that Commu- 
nion, who with a greater degree of Confi- 
dence, whatever we may find to be the 


Meaſure of his Learning or Judgment, de- 
clares, that, of the 4 Two Accounts that af 


the Nag s-Head is the much better ſupported; 
and that, conſidering all things, the mere 


| Likelihoogs will be found ſtronger in favour 


of that Account than againſt it : And that 
its being f /o very credibly atteſted, and con- 


firmed by the Weakneſs of our Objections 


againſt it, proves the Lambeth Account to 
be incredible. 


- * Ch. 7. p. 225. 4 Remarks upon F. Le Courayer's 
Defence of the Engliſh Ordinations, p. 169. * F196 
Chg. 8. 12, 13. | 
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The PREFACE. 

This gave me ſome Reaſon to think, that 
the ſcandalous Impoſture ſtill wanted to be 
laid open more particularly and fully to the 


publick View; that ſo the Party, when 
they were made ſenſible that it is nothing 
but an heap of Abſurdities, Inconſiſtencies, 
and Contradictions, might at laft ſee a Ne- 
ceſſity of letting it drop for mere Shame, 


and never offering to trouble the World 
any more with it. The proper Way for 


this I conceived would be, to give the 
Reader a Sight of the Hiſtory, not as we 


have it from Champney only (as Le Quien 


and moſt of their Writers do) but as it is 
related in Whole or Part by every one of 


the firſt Authors, and then to let him ſee 
what muſt be made of it out of them all, 
conſidered apart, or compared together. 
By this Method the Reader will find it 
plainly diſcovered, Firſt, s that the Story 


was but newly invented when it appeared 


in Print in the firſt Author, forty Years af- 


ter the time of the Pretended Fact; and 


was known at the time when it was. firſt 
publiſhed, to none, or very few, beſides 
the Author. Secondly, bh that his and the 
ſeveral following Relations are ſo contradic- 
tory to one another, that, as they all pre- 
tend to relate the fame Hiſtory, from the 
lame original Report and Tradition, we 
cannot give Credit to any one of them for 
want of knowing which of them we ought 


b Infr. p. 70, 71, &c. d Infr, p. 77. ad p. 131. 
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The PRETAC k. 

to believe. Thirdly, i that the many and 
great Abſurdities in the Particulars of the 
Story ſhew it to be nothing better than Ro- 
mance and Fable. To have this clearly 
and fully laid open, from a View of the 
Authors themſelves, before the Eyes of eve- 
ry one that reads the following Diſcourſe, 
may anſwer the End of the WMriter of it, 
and effectually diſcourage any Perſon of 
Senſe and Modeſty among our Adverſaries, 
from taking upon him to abet or counte- 
nance this Piece of Hiſtory. 

Another thing wherein the reading of 
F. Le Quien might make a Member of the 
Church of England think there is occaſion 
for ſome more Pains to be taken on our 
Side, is to bring our Adverſaries, if poſſi- 
ble, to a Senſe of the Neceſlity of giving 
over that ſtrange Confidence, whereby they 
have all along endeavoured to cheat their 
Readers into a Belief, that the Popiſh Bi- 


| ſhops and Writers of that time, particularly 


Bonner, Harding, Stapleton, and Sanders, 
were all of them fully informed of the Or- 
dination of Parker and his Brethren at the 
Nag's-Head. That they muſt certainly 
have been informed of it, if there had been 
any ſuch Fact, cannot be denied, either by 
us or our Adverſaries, and their being ut- 


terly ignorant of it, is alledged by us, with 
very good Reaſon, as a Proof that there 
never was any ſuch thing, But this obliges 


i Infr. ch. 5. 
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the Adyocates of the Fable to declare fo 
poſitively, that their Bi- 
ſhops and Divines knew very well that our 
Prelates had no other but that Mock-Ordi- 
nation; that it was publick and notorious 
ſoon after the time, and objected very early 
by them, and made the Subject of Diſpute 
for fifty cars, without any Evidence be- 
ing produced in all that time on our Side, 
to ſhew that Parker and the reſt of the 
Biſhops were conlecrated at the Time and 
Place, and by the Perſons and the. Form 
related afterwards in the Regiſter cited by | 
Mr, Maſon, A. 1613. and conſequently, 

that the Regiſter was newly invented when 
he produced it, and our firſt Biſhops never 
had any ſuch Conſecration as is there re- 
lated, This is confidently aſſerted by F;tz- 
Herbert, and his Cotemporaries, F:tz-J;mon 
and Champney. Fitzherbert * makes it the 
Subject of Harding's Diſpute againſt Fewell 
about his Orders, and Stapleton's againſt 
Horne. ÞFitz-Sitmon refers to them and 
others of their Writers, as Evidences of | 
the Truth of his Story: And Champney m, 
beſides his Argument for it from Bonner's | 
Plea and the Iſſue of it, produces ſeveral | 
Allegations from them, in order to confirm | 
the Truth of his Narrative. The fame | 
Authorities are alledged in the Treatiſe of 
Catholic Faith and Hereſy. with a Revival 
of Champney's Story: And the Author of | 


r. Inft. p. 237, 238. 
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that Treatiſe, in his ſecond Work, of the 
Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy and Church 


of England, tells us their * B:fhops and 


Dottors related the Tradition to Fitzherbert, 
Champney, &c. which they afterwards 7 
liſhed in Print. To compleat theſe Evi- 
dences, Le Quien o heaps up a great num- 
ber of Citations; and ſhould, if he proſe- 
cuted the ſame Deſign as thoſe that went 
before him, have concluded that theſe Teſ- 
timonies are a Proof that Bonner, Staple- 
ton, Harding, &c. believed, and related, 
and laid to the Charge of our firſt Biſhops, 
their having none but that ſcandalous Ord- 
nation at the Nag's-Head. But the Father, 
when it comes to be his Buſineſs to eftabliſh 
the Truth and Authority of the Story by 
the Atteſtation of the moſt competent and 
ſubſtantial Witnefles, thoſe that were u 
the Spot at the very time of the Pretended 
Fact, foon diſcovers how little he is able to 
do that ſervice to the Cauſe, and finds him- 
ſelf obliged to ſhift it off to another Point 
of Diſpute, viz. ? That Bonner and the reſt 
who muſt have ſoon been fully informed of 
that Tranſaction, are Evidences, not that 
Parker and his Brethren had no Ordination 
but that at the Tavern, but only, that they 
had not the Conſecration at Lambeth re- 
ported by us from the Publick Acts, nor (as 
Le Quien is willing to carry the Matter to 
a much greater height than he had Occa- 


» P.75. inſr. p. 115. o T. 1. ch. 8. S. 2. P Ibid. 
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ſion for) any Ordination or Impoſition of 
Hands whatſoever, or any Ceremony or So- 
lemnity to make them Biſhops. This it is, 
and no more, that he takes upon him to 
prove direttly from their Teſtimonies, with- 
out a Word of their afſertivg the Fact of 
the Tavern-Ordination, except their affirm- 
ing that Ordination is a neceſſary Conſe- 
uence of their denying the Conſecration at 
2 He is not wanting, as Occaſion 
offers in the Courſe of his Arguments, to 
interpret any thing that he meets with 4 in 
ſavour of the Fable, it there be any Colour 
for it; and ſo diſcovers himſelf to be wil- 
ling to give it all the Countenance he can 
from the Authority of theſe Witneſſes, but 
not to have the Confidence to tell us they 
declare politively for the Truth of it. And 
at laſt, in his Treatiſe of this Year, he bids 
us take N otice, * after all his Argum, nts 
from Stapleton's ' Teſtimony, that he does not 
bring in any thing there relating io the 
Nag's-Head Ordination; and is ready to 
compound the Matter with us, and to 
give up that Piece of Hiſtory for * Ro- 
mance and Fable, if he may but gain his 
Point, that the Account of the Conſecra- 
tion of Parker, Oc: at Lambeth is no 
better. 
To put an End effectually to both theſe 
Pretences, of making Proof from theſe Au- 


e p. 285, 299, 302, r Part 1. ch. 1. 8. 1. p. 72. 
Ch. 1. S. 7. p. 180. 
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thorities, either (as it is attempted by Fit 
herbert, Champney, &c.) that our Biſhops 
were ordained at the Tavern, or (as inſtead 


of that, Le Quien is willing to make the 


World believe) that they had no Conſecra- 
tion at all, or had not that Conſecration 
which we give an account of from the. 
Lambeth Regiſter ; and to leave no room 
for it to be ſaid, that there is ſtill more 


Evidence behind, or that what has been 


produced by our Adverſaries is eluded, as 
t Le Quien ſuggeſts, by frivolous Evaſions 
and Diſtinctious: It was proper to examine 


particularly and fully every Paſſage that 


has been, or might be alledged againſt our 
Ordinations, either from the » Caſe between 
Horne and Bonner (whole Plea againſt 
Horne that he was No Bzſhop, and the 
Proceedings thereupon, are pretended by 
our Adverſaries to be a Demonſtration on 
their Side) or from the Writings of their 
Principal Authors, ” Sanders in his Hiſtory 
of the Engliſh S$chiſm ; * Stapleton in his 
Fortreſs of Faith, and in all his following 
Works; and / Harding, in his Confutation 
of Jewell's Apology, and Reply to his De- 
fence in the Detection of Jewell's Errors. 
Upon this View it will appear, 

Firſt, that, notwithſtanding the = Bitter- 
neſs and Malice of Bonner, and theſe Mri- 
ters, againſt the Proteſtants, and their For- 


F. 1. p. 282. ” Infr. ch. 6. Inf. c. 1. p. 2,4 4 

and ch. 2. An J Infr. ch. 9, 10. Infr. 
P- 188, 239, &c. 255» &c. i 

wardneſs 
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wardneſs to load them with Reproaches, 
diſcovers itſelf in ſo many inſtances, yet 
they never offer to charge our Biſhops with 
this ſcandalous Ordination; though in the 
Courſe of their Objections againſt them, it 
appears they had fo frequent Occaſions, 
tempting, and in a manner provoking them, 
to take this Way of rendring the Reform- 
ed Church of England contemptible and 
odious to the Chriſtian World; and there- 
fore their being utterly ſilent upon theſe 
Occaſions, is a Proof that they never knew 
of, and conſequently, that there never was, 
any ſuch Fact. | 

Secondly, that all that they really object 
againſt the Ordinations of our Biſhops, ei- 
ther may or muſt be interpreted to be no- 
thing more than a Declaration that they 
were not, in their Judgment, valid, cano- 
nical, or legal, in reſpect of the Perſons of 
their Conſecrators, or the Form whereby 
they were conſecrated; without a Word 
that implies a Denial of their having any 
Conſecration at all, or of their being con- 
ſecrated by ſuch Perſons and by ſuch a 
Form as is recorded in the Publick Acts. 
This is ſhewed *, againſt the confident Uſe 
that is made of the Allegations from them 
by Le Quien, and the Author of the Re- 
marks upon F. Le Conrayer ; all whoſe Ci- 
tations prove no more than that Haruing 
(in whom it is moſt clear, tho' his Objecti- 


* Infr, ch. 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. 
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ons againſt Fewell are moſtly inſiſted upon 
by our Adverſaries) as well as Stapleton and 
Sanders, deny that Parker, Fewell, and 
Horne, Cc. had any true or lawful Biſhops 
for their Conſecrators. And it is ſhewed 
farther, to compleat the Reader's Satisfac- 
tion, that both the Remarker and Le Quien 
are under a Conviction that their Teſtimo- 
nies come to no more; the Remarker b firſt, 
as he makes the Denial of their being con- 
ſecrated by true Biſhops, the ſame thing 


with the Denial of the Fact of their Conſe- 


cration; and Le Quien after him, in his 
Treatiſe of this Year, © where he repeats 


the Paſſages from them, which he had in his 


firſt Work poſitively applied to prove that 
they deny our Biſhops having any Ordina- 


tion or Impoſition of Hands whatſoever ; 


but infers no more from the ſame Paſlages 
now, but that they deny their having Epiſ 
copal Impoſition of Hands: And yet requires 
of us to believe, 4 that their Writers charg- 


ing Parker and his Brethren with the Want 


of having the Hands of Biſhops laid upon 
them, ſuch as were qualified to give them a 
true and valid Call to the — Func- 
tion, is to be looked upon as a Denial, not 
of (that which it gnly can be a Denial of) 
the Validity, but of the Fact, of the Or- 


dinations. 


A third Task that the reading of F. Le | 


> Infr. ch. 7. n. 14, p. 290, &c. © Infr, ch. 11. p. 467, &c. 
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Quien might oblige a Member of the 
Church of England to impoſe upon himſelf, 
is to demonſtrate the Evidence we have of 
the Conſecration of our Biſhops, by a full 
and particular Diſcovery of our Regiſters 
and Records ; and to juſtify their being ge- 
nuine and authentick, againſt the Cavils of 
that Father, and of the Author of Remarks 
upon F. Le Courayer, and any other of our 
Adverſaries. But any Service that the 
Writer of this Diſcourſe might be willing 
or capable to do in this Particular, is ſuper- 
ſeded, by its being ſo compleatly and ef- 
ſectually done by a Writer of their Com- 
munion, who, befides the Proof of his Judg- 
ment and Learning in the Diſpute about 
our Orders, has ſet the Divines of the 
Church of Rome an eminent Example of 
Prudence and Diſcretion, as well as of Can- 
dor and Impartiality, in ſubmitting to take 
the proper Method of being thoroughly in- 
formed of all Particulars, which were to be 
the Subject of his Enquiry, and with which 
a Foreigner could not otherwiſe be ac- 
quainted, from the beſt Hands here in Eng- 
land; and by this means, not only ſatisſy- 
ing himſelf that the Acts of the ee 
tions of Parker and his Brethren in the 
Lambeth Regiſter are unqueſtionably ge- 
nuine and authentick, but being able to 
make abundant Proof of it to the Chriſtian 
World; as he has done, both by anſwering 
the Exceptions of Le Quien and his other 
Adyverſaries againſt the Regiſter, and by 
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laying open ſuch a number of the reſt of 
our Publick Acts, in the Regiſters of the 
ſeveral Biſhops, and of the Chapters of Can- 
terbury and other Churches, and of the Of- 
fices of the Court of Arches, and the Pre- 
rogative, and in the Records of State in the 
Rolls; all which, by the Matter and the 
Dates of them, are concurrent Evidences of 
the reſpective Conſecrations of our Biſho 

at that time. If the Acts of theſe Conſe- 
crations can be pretended to be forged, the 
ſame Fraud and Forgery there muſt be in 
the reſt of thoſe Publick Acts, and ſuch a 
number of Perſons muſt be involved in the 
Guilt of it, as makes it impoſſible for the 
Cheat to paſs upon the Nation undiſcovered; 
much more, ſor the Queen and both the 
Houſes of Peers and Commons in the Par- 
liament 1566, within ſo little diſtance from 
the time of the Conſecrations, to declare all 
the Biſhops from the Beginning of the 
Queen's Reign to have been duly and or- 
derly elected, confirmed, and conſecrated, 
upon the Evidence of the Records which 
they refer to; that is, the Church-Records, 
the Acts of Election, in the Regiſters of the 
Chapters, and of Confirmation and Conſe- 
cration in the Arch-Biſhop's Regiſter, as 
well as the Records of State in the Rolls, 
of the Queen's Patents of Conge d eſlire, giv- 
ing the Chapters a Legal Warrant to ele& 


them, and her Mandates and Commiſſions, 


authorizing the Arch Biſhop or Biſhops to 


confirm and conſecrate them, 
£ F. Le 
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F. Le Quien muſt be ſenſible, that he 
would not have been denied the Liberty 
which was granted to another Perſon of the 
{ame Profeſſion, of having Accels in a pro- 
per manner, by himſelf, or ſuch other Per- 
ſons as he ſhould deſire, to the Sight and 
Peruſal of our Publick Adds, and to have, 
if it were deſired, authentick Copies of any 
of them; and he muſt have been afterwards 
at full Liberty to give the Publick his Judg- 

ment upon them, as his Reaſon and Conſci- 
ence ſhould direct him. But he is now to 
give the World an Account, why he rather 
made it his Choice to fit in the dark, and 
to have either no Information at all from 
the proper Place, or only by the Hands of 
ſuch Perſons as ſeem to have made it their 
Buſineſs to impoſe upon and miſlead him : 
The Conſequence of which has been, his 
expoſing himſelf to the Cenſure of all fair 
and unprejudiced Perſons, by his confidently 
pronouncing, without any Warrant, that 
our Records are to be looked upon as falſe 
and forged ; beſides (as has been © ſhewed in 
ſeyeral Inſtances) his aſſerting at random 
whatever he thinks fit, however falſe and 
groundleſs it is, of our Affairs in Church 
and State. 

But whatever may be ſaid in Excuſe ſor | 
the Father's Conduct at a Diſtance, no ſach 
Plea can be made for the Part which the 
Author of the Remarks upon F, Le N 
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has been pleaſed to act here at home, who 
could not want Opportunities of enquiring 
himſelf, or having proper Enquiries made, 
at the Places where our Evidences ate to be 
ſeen ; but thought it became him, without 
taking any ſuch Care, to give the World an 
Idea of all our Records, as of a f great Heap 
of Writings forged on purpoſe, to make E- 
vidence of the Pretended Titles of our Pre- 
lates to their Sees and Epiſcopal Functions. 
He and Le Quien have had for ſome Years 
laid beſore them, by the Author whom he 
remarks upon, theſe full and unconteſtable 
Exidences of the Truth of the Acts of Con- 
ſecration of our firſt Biſhops; with an An- 
{wer to all the Cavils, of Le Quien and 
others firſt, and him after them, againſt 
their Authority; which their Concern to 
impoſe upon their Readers, inſtead of ſet- 
ting the Matter before them in a true and 
clear Light, prompted them to ſtudy to 
find out or inforce. There is no Reaſon to 
apprehend, but that what farther Excep- 
tions are ftarted by Le Quien in his laſt 
= Treatiſe, inſtead of making good thoſe I 
which he had brought in his Treatiſe be- 
ſore, will as eaſily be ſhewed to be weak 
and groundleſs, by the ſame Hand. 
And I hope, that, which appears now to 
be his main Ground and laſt Refuge, to give 
it in his own Words, 8 The uniform Teſtimo- 


es AE eo oa, ER... e 


 &. 2 „ i. oo 


wn Q wo 


'P. 52. t La Nullitè des Ordin. Angl. A. 1730. 
Part 1. Pref, p. x. 


nes 


The PRE FAC k. 
nies of the Writers of that time, who were 
upon the Place, and attentive to obſerve all 

that paſſed, and were: Eye-Witneſſes, and 

obliged in point of Intereſt to be well aſſured; 

whole Authority, in Le Quzen's Judgment, 

ought to be preferred before the Looſe Papers 

(as he expreſſes it) or Books in MS. which 

were not produced till after their Deceaſe : 

And a greater Teſtimony of a Catholicł 

Biſhop, who being indicted by a Proteſtant 

Prelate, attacked the Whole Order within 
three or four Tears after their Inſtitution, | 
and with the Advice and Direction of three | 
of the greateſt Eminency in the Profeſſion 
of the Law, maintained in open Court that | 
the New Biſhops never received Impoſition 
of Hands from any Biſhop (as the Father 
now expreſles it, inſtead of their having 
never received any Impoſition of Hands at 
all:) Theſe Authorities, I hope, are ſuffi- 
ciently proved to be nothing to his Purpoſe 
(of deſtroying the Authority of the Lam- 
beth Regiſter, and diſproving the very Fat? 
of the Conlecration of our firſt Biſhops) by 
a particular View, of all that is or may be al- 
ledged for that Intent, in the following Diſ- 
courſe; and the Counter-Ordination at the 
Tavern, which he and the-Remarker, and our 
other Adverſaries, are willing to abet and 
countenance (and to make it pals upon the 
World as the only Ordination our Biſhops 
could haye, inſtead of the true Ordination at 
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Lambeth) conſuted and expoſed in fuch a 
manner, as may put an End to the Forward- 

neſs of any others to yp: in the Defence 
RN: 
Beſides Le Quien and the Remarker, whom 
I was moſt obliged to conſider, I have had 
frequent Occaſions to take notice of another 
Writer, the Author of two Treatiſes, of the 
Catholic Faith and Hereſy, and of The Nul- 
lity of the Prelatick Clergy and Church of 
England. The latter was written in De- 
_ of the other in Reply to Biſhop Bram» 
hall's Conſecration of Proteſtant Biſhops vm- 
dicated; and with Deſign, chiefly, to clear 
himſelf from the Charge of an impudent 
Lie and Calumny in his Story of Biſhop 
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has taken to make the Reader diſpoſed to 
believe him, is ſhewed in a proper Place, 
by his beginning his Second Work with a 
daring and deliberate Falſification of Hard- 
ings Words: And of how little Service his 
Second Forgery, of the Lord Audley's De- 
poſition, is to his Purgation, is fully made 
appear by F. Le Courayer. Le Quien! 
miſtakes the Year of Morton's Pretended 
Speech, which could not be in 1642, nei- 
ther the Biſhop nor the Lord Audley being 
preſent in the Parliament that Year, and the 
2 Debates about the Biſhops Votes being in 
the Year . before. Then indeed Lord Aud- 
Ley pretty conſtantly attended the Houſe of 


: Infr, p. 400, &c. * Def. B. 2. ch. 5. F Tom. 1. p. 207. 
A Peers, 


| Morton's Speech. How likely a Method he 


xviii 


as appears from Dr. Barwick's Preface to his 
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Peers, having great Occaſion, as appears by 


the Journals, from a Cauſe of his own a- 
gainſt the Lord Cottington, lying then be- 
fore the Lords, and determined for that 
Lord againſt him, notwithſtanding the Suc=- | 
ceſs he might promiſe himſelf from his Ad- 
verſary being ſo much in the Diſ-Favour of | 
the Ruling Party in that Houſe. His Head 
had Reaſon to be 1o full of his own Buſineſs 
at that time, as to make him not ſo very 
attentive to the Speeches made in the De- 
bate about the Biſhops ; one whereof, very 
long, of the Lord Jay, we have in Dr. Nall- | 
ſon's Collections m, wherein that Lord reflects 
more than once upon the Biſhop of Lincoln 
who had ſpoken before him, and was to be 
lure as ready to obſerve the Speeches of any 
of the reſt of the Biſhop's Bench, and to 
take Advantage of ſuch an one as is forged 
by this Writer for Morton, deftroying his 
own and his Brethrens Right to their Order 
and Peerage, by his own Conteſſion. But 
we find the Lord day owning that he did 
not remember that he had heard ſuch a | 


Speech; and declaring that he looked up- 


on the Report of it as an Invented Tale; 


Publication at London, A. 1659. of Biſhop 
Brambhall's Conſecration of Proteſtant Biſhops 4 | 
Vindicated, and his Schi/m Guarued, printed 
together in 1am at the Hague, the Year © 
before. | 1 

Vol. 2. p. 266. | is 
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The Author of the Nallity adds a-Poſt- 
ſcript at the End of his Work, after the Ap- 
pendix of the Falſiſications which he lays to 
Biſhop Morton's Charge, to inyalidate the 
Biſhop's Declaration againſt the Calumny of 
the Pretended Speech in the Houſe of Lords: 
In this Poſtſcript he has two Tales more, 
which we may with good Reaſon aſcribe to 
the ſame fruitful Invention, The firſt is to 
make good his Charge of Morton's Falſiſica- 
tions, © a Secretary of whoſe, (he ſays) late- 
« ly took his Oath in the Preſence of Two 
« Witneſſes, That upon tranſcribing a MS. 
« of his, he adviſed him how he found the 
« Fathers corrupted by him, and that the 
« Falſification was notorious; but Morton 
« would not correct it, but ſaid in great 


„by Young Men. This, he lays, with o- 
« ther Falſifications of Dr. Morton, occa- 
« fioned the Secretary's Converſion to the 
« Church of Rome. This, we may have 
good Reaſon to believe, is one and the ſame 
Story with that we have from F. Parſons, 
of the Converſion of FewelPs Secretary (or 
Chaplain, for he was not ſo fully informed 
whether of the two) upon the like Occaſion ; 
S which this Writer meeting with, after he had 
= writ his Appendix, found it exactly fit for his 
Turn, putting only the Name of Morton, 
inſtead of Jewell; and he could not have 
taken his Copy from a better Original. The 


5 Wood's Athenæ Oxon. Vol. 1. p. 134 Ed. 1691. 
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« Paſſion he would not be taught or ruled 
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Trick ſeems to be thought by the Party 
worthy to be put in Practice; for the next 


Succeſſor to Morton in the Sec of Durham, 
Biſhop Coſin, had the like Report raiſed, af- 


ter his Death, of him and his Secretary, and 


it has been common there, as I have been 
informed, in the Mouth of the Party. 

His other Tale is of a Depoſition of one 
Mr. Plowden, of what he had heard from 
the Mouth of Faircloth, one of the four 
Prieſts whom Arch-Biſhop Abbot lent for to 
Lambeth, Ann. 1614. to ſhew them Arch- 
Biſhop Parker's Regiſter, That Faircloth 
then told the Arch-Biſhop, » My Lord, 
« my Father was a Proteſtant, and kept a 
« Shop in Cheap/ide, and aſſured me that 
« himſelf was preſent at Parker's and the 
« firſt Proteſtant Biſhops Conſecration at the 
« Nag's-Head in Cheapſide, &rc. This ſup- 
% poled, my Lord, I cannot but judge this 
« 1s a forged Regiſter. ” 

We ſee that, beſides the Lord Audle), he 
has other Deponents at his Command, ſuch 
as Biſhop Morton's Secretary, and Mr. Plow- 
den, to make Oath of, or to teſtify, what he 
has occaſion for; and we may give as much 
Credit to what they are his Vouchers ſor at 
the End of his Book, as to that for which 
he vouches Harding (tho' he knows himſelf 
to be in a Lie) at the Beginning. It might 
have been ſome Check to his Forwardneſs 


* Ward's Controverſy of Ordination truly ſtated, p 43. 
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The PREFACE. 
about Faircloth, if he could have given him- 
ſelf leave to reflect, how impoſlible it muſt 
be, Firſt, for Champney, when, four Years 
after, he writ his Book De Yocatione, Cc. 
and gives an Account? of what paſſed be- 
tween the Arch-Biſhop and the four Prieſts, 
not to have a Word to ſay of this free 
Specch of one of them to the Arch-Biſhop, 
nor of the Fact of Fazrcloth's Father being 
an Eye-witneſs of the Nag's-Head Conſe- 
cration, than which nothing could have been 
more ſeaſonable or to his Purpoſe: And, 
Secondly, for Faircloth himſelf, after this 
Declaration of his, of the Aſſurance which 
he had of the Tavern-Conſecration from his 
own Father, and the Proof from thence 
that the Regiſter muſt be a Forgery, to be 
one of the Tod of thoſe Prieſts, that ſent to 
deſire to have a ſecond View of that Re- 
giſter, when he had known ſo long before 
enough to ſatisfy him that it muſt be forged, 
But it is pretty natural for thoſe that offer 
to impoſe upon the World by ſuch Stories, 
to diſcover the Falſhood of them themſelves, 
ſome way or other, to any Man that impar- 
tially conſiders that which he is told; as this 
Writer does in this Particular, and had done 
before, in his very firſt Impoſture of Biſhop 
Morton s Speech, which was intended for a 
Confirmation of the Nag's-Head Story, but 
plainly deſtroys the Authority of it, as it 
makes the Proteſtant Biſhops be ordained at 


P P. 524, 525. 2 Cbamp. p. 527. Infr. ꝑ. 406. 
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that Tavern, not by Scory, but by ſome of the 
laſt Engliſh Biſhops of the Church of Rome; 
in Contradiction to the Account in all the 
Writers of the Fable at the time when it 
was firſt publiſhed, and every one elſe that 
pretends to relate it, except the Author of the 
f Legacy to Proteſtants, and H. M. in his Me- 
ditations. 

Le Quien alledges this Story * of Faircloth, 
together with Morton's Speech, and the Lord 
Audley's Teſtification, and the Teſtimony of 
the Demonſtration of Diſcipline, that our 
Ordinations were made in 4 Corner, as Proofs 
of the Truth of the Nag's- Head Conſecration; 
and it appears that he has very good Reaſon 
to own afterwards, that they do not come up to 
a perfett Demonſtration of that Fact. For 
Plowaen's Depoſition about Faircloth he cites 
the Addenda to the Nullity, &c. Whether the 
Addition or Poſtſcript may be in ſome of the 
printed Copies (tho it is not in two of them 
that I have ſeen) I cannot tell, but have ſeen 
it my ſelf in Writing at the End of a MS. Copy 
of the Book, which I once had in my Hands 
for a few Hours, but could never obtain the 
Sight of it again. I could not then avoid 
taking Notice in the MS. of a Date at the 
End of the Poſtſcript, Fan. 10. 1674. and at 
the End of the Preface, before the Book, 
Dec. 21. 1675. which was obſeryed by other 
Perſons at the ſame time; though the Po/t- 


ſcript begins with theſe Words, Since the 


. Infr. p. 123, 127, T. 1. ch. 7. p. 201. & ſeq. a 
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fiſhing of this Point, I have had Occaſion 


zo find out more Particulars, and then goes 


on to the Stories of the Biſhop's Secretary 


and Fazrcloth, This might make it ſeem 
probable, that there was no great Diſtance 
of Time between the writing of the Book 
and the Addition of the Poſtſcript; but of 
this we are kept in the dark, and muſt leave 
it to the Party themſelves to reconcile the 
firſt Words in the Poſtſcript and theſe Dates, 
with the time that we have in the Title 
Page, when the Book is ſaid to be printed, 
A.1659. Dr. Baxwick, in his Account that 
Year of Biſhop Morton's Lite and Death, 
{peaks as if we were then threatned with a 
Reply to Biſhop Bramhall's Conſecration of 
Proteſtant Biſhops Vindicated, and bid to 
expect it very toon; and it did follow very 


ſoon if it came out the fame Year. It it 


then came from the Preſs, with an Intent to 
make it publick from that time, it muſt be 
ſtrange that it ſhould have lain hid ſo long, 
and never come to the ſight of any Mem- 
ber of the Church of England tor ſo many 
Years after the Publication. Two others of 
their Writers appeared very ſoon after Bi- 
hop Bramhall's Vindication, the Author of 
Eraſtus Fun. A. 1660. and of Eraſtus Sen. 
A. 1662. but both of them, inſtead of join- 


ing with the Author of the Nullity, Cc. 
argue againſt the Biſhop and Mr. Maſon up- 


on the Foot of the Lambeth Ordination, in 


* 
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Contradiction to the Fable which this Au- 


thor pretends to maintain. So long aſter as 


the Year 1677, Dr. Burnet * makes Mention 
of thoſe Two Writers, and writes in An- 


ſwer to a Third, who proceeds upon the 


ſame Grounds with them ; but it plainl 


appears, tho” it was hardly poſſible to eſcape - 


him, that he had never had at that time a 


ſight of this Work. The Depoſition of the 


Lord Audley required to be made publick 


preſently, to ſatisfy the World of his being 
the / Antient Peer from whom the Story of 
Biſhop Morton's Speech was to have its Au- 
thority, and of his owning that the Jeſuit 
had it from his Mouth; and we may be- 


lieye, that if that Lord had been taken 
out of the World as ſoon as Biſhop Bram- - 
hall, A. 1663. the Writer, and the Party, 


would have then thought themſelves ſecure 
from being contradicted ; but as that Peer 
was {till living ſo many Years after the Bi- 


ſhop's Deceaſe, they might have Reaſon to 


think themſelves obliged to let his Teſti- 


mony lie concealed till they might find a 
proper time. As far as 1 find, the firſt No- 


tice we had of it was not till the Year 1716, 
from the Notes in Ward's Canto's of the 
Reformation, where there is an Extract of 
it from the Writer of the Nullity, &c. 
The Book it {elf might as well have been 
preſented to the View of the Members of 


* Vindication of the Ordinations of the Church of England, 


ak Y Treatiſe of Catholick Faith and Hereſy, p. 9. 
ramhall's Works, p. 430. 
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our Church at that time, but it has been 
ſtill kept almoſt wholly undiſcovered to any 
but the Party themſelves; ſo that I could 
not have the Peruſal of it without the Fa- 
your of a very Noble Peer, whoſe Genero- 
ſity and Goodneſs renders his Incomparable 
Library an Univerſal Benefit; I ſhall eaſily 
be underſtood to mean the Earl of Oxford. 
After the reading and comparing it with 
Biſhop Bramhall's Vindication, to which it 
was intended for a Reply, tho' I could not 
think it very ſtrange for ſuch a Writer as the 
Poet Ward, or his Annotator, to pronounce 
confidently that this Author fully confutes 
Bramhall, and makes him a Lyar; yet it was 
ſome Surprize to find Le Quien? affirming 
as poſitively that he had given a ſolid An- 
ſwer to Bramhall's Diſcourſè in every Point. 
But it may be moſt for the Father's Repu- 
tation, for us to believe that Yard's Autho- 
rity was of ſo great Weight with him, that 
he thought it needleſs to read the Author 
himſelf carefully, and to compare him with 
Biſhop Bramhall: And I may appeal to any 
one that is willing to take that Method, 
with an Intention to make himſelf a com- 
petent and impartial Judge of this Writer's 
Performance, whether he will think it de- 
ſerves any other Cenſure, than that it is a 
plain Diſcovery of the Author's Weakneſs 


ind Sophiry in point of Reaſoning, and of 


that which is much worſe, a barefaced Impu- 
dence and Scurrility, Fraud and Impoſture, 
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actual Conſecrators, and the Ceremony of Conſe- 
cration. 93. Summary of their Differences and 
Comtradiftions. g. No Certainty what wwas 
 NeaPs Account of the Story. 97. An Expedient 
how to come to a Certainty. 98. Fitz-Siman's 
Narrative determined to be the authentick Hiſtory 
by a Decree of Pope Clement XI. 

CHap.lIV. p. 103. The Confidence of the Author 
of the Remarks in aſſerting that all the other Wri- 
ters relate the ſame Account with Champney. 
105. His Neglect of the Profeſſion he had made 
of comparing the Remarks with the Authors. 
106. His diſſembling the Diſagreement between 
the Writers, by his not producing their Accounts. 
108. His making the Differences between them im- 
material and inſignificant. 114. The Nag's- 
Head Story not to be credited, becauſe. we cannot 
0 * be 


3 
1 


r 
ET _ 


: * «of 7 "_ 4 8 * * * : 8 * ">. 'E 4 * 7 N 7 
2 e's a THE; . © W EIT * 
J ĩͤ TROTST. „ 

IE * 27 8 * * 2 g Ly _ © 56 #5 < * g ; 

. 
ö = - a * #4 ? ; * 1 = * 
| "CHAPTERS: 
* 1 C» „ —— 
| waa 


be certain which Relation to believe. 115. The. 
Pretence of a certain Tradition of it diſproved up- 
on the ſame Ground. 120. The Tradition in the 
Author of the Legacy left to Proteftants. 
122. The Tradition in H. W.'s Meditations up- 
on the Marks of the True Church. 123. The 
Abſurdities in the ſeveral Particulars of the Me- 
ditations. 129. The Old Tradition, in Sacro- 
boſco, loft in theſe two Writers, .and revived by 
the Author of the Treatiſe of Catholick Faith and 
= Hereſy. | W URL ABARNY t 
= Cray. V. p. 132. The Abſurdities in the Particu- 
lars of the Story. 133. Scory's being ordained by 
ſome of the ſame Perſons who were. juſt before or- 
' dained by him. 135. Parker and the Biſhops re- 
preſented as acting the Part of Fools or Madmen. 
140. The Pretence falſe, that they were forced to 
it by the Popiſh Biſhops refuſing to ordain them. 
145. Champney's Introduction to his Narrative. 
146. His Inconſiſtency with himfelf, in regard to 
the time. 147. His abſurd Repreſentation of Lan- 
_ daff's Attempt to pay Obedience to Queen Eliza- 
beth*'s Mandate. 151. Landaft could have no 
Opportunity of coming to the Tavern to conſecrate 
Parker. 154. Champney's Relation abſurd in 
the Account of Bonner and Neal. 162. The Ab- 
ſurdity of his Account of Scory, and the-Conſecra- 
tion performed by him. 168. Our Biſhops Admiſ- 
fron into their Sees, and continuing in Poſſeſſion of 
them, impoſſible, if they had no other Conſecration. 
169. The Pretence that the Parliament confirmed 
the Ordination at the Nag's-Head. 175. Le 
Quien's' falſe and ſcandalous Account of Arch- 
Biſhop Parker's Conduct in the Parliament, 
3 8 Eliz. 
XxX Cnay.VI. p. 184. None of the Popiſh Biſhops or 
Divines of that time ever heard of ſuch a Fadt as 
4 the Tavern-Conſecration. 185. The Letters of 
Jome of thoſe Biſhops to the Queen and the Arch- 
Biſnop 


A TABLE of the ConTE 1 
Biſhop ſorw that they were ignorant of it. 
187. Bonner's not having Information of it proved 


from his Defence of his Plea againſt Horne. 


192. The true Ground of his Plea ſhewed to be 
contradittory to the Nag's-Head Story. 197 Con- 


futation of what Le Quien and the Remarker 


pretend to the contrary. 200. Bonner's ſaying | | 
that Horne had not four Biſhops at his Conſe- WR 
cration, no Proof of his Denial that be was con- 


ſecrated by the four Perſons named in the Regiſter. 


204. What moſt probably Bonner meant by that 
Expreſſion. 208. Summ of the Arguments to prove 


_ that Bonner was unacquainted with this pretended 9 
Fat. 209. Confutation of the Remarker*'s An- 


C 


fver to the Argument from the Ground of Bonner's 
Plea. 212. Bonner's Conduct while bis Cauſe 
lay before the King's Bench, and when it was i 
brought before the Parliament, proves that be had 
no Thoughts of objetting to Horne that he was or- 
daiued at the Tavern. 216. Le Quien's Ro- 
mantick Account of the Caſe between Bonner and 
Horne. 221. His Attempt to prove that Bonner 
denied the Faft of Horne's Ordination, from 
what he makes to be the Office of our Engliſh Ju- 
ries. 225, Conſutation of the Remarker's Pre- 
tence that Horne declined bringing the Cauſe to a 
Trial, for fear it ſhould be proved upon bim that 


be was ordained at the Nag's-Head. 229. Far- 
ther Obſervations from a MS. in the Cotton Li- 


brary. 


HAP. VII. p. 233. Bonner's never having been 4% 
informed of the Faft of the Nag's-Head Ordina- > 
tion, proves that the Writers of that time could "i 
have no Knowledge of it. 234. Fitzherbert's i 


Pretence that it was known to Harding and Sta- 


pleton, and objected by them to Jewell and Horne. | 7 


239. Stapleton's Forwardneſs to vent any Scandal 


againſt the Reformers ſhews he could not have 2 N 
5 forborne to lay this Fact to their Charge, if he bas 
known * 


9 
558 


Ix 


F the ſeveral CHAPTERS. 


known of it. 249. His firſt Objection againſt 


their Ordinations proves that he was utterly igno- 
rant of their being ordained at the Tavern. 


260. He does not deny (as Le Quien pretends ) 


that our Biſhops had any Impoſition of Hands at 


Horne, and Return of Untruths to Fewell. 


4 


all, but only that they had Hands laid upon them 
by True Biſhops. 262. This proved fi om his 
Words alledged by Le Quien, in the ſeveral 


Places of bis Fortreſs of Faith, Counterblaſt to 


271. His ſaying that the Proteſtants refuſe the 
Sacrament of Orders, no Proof of his meaning 


that they refuſed Ordination. 2/73. His Words in 


the Promptuarium Catholicum cannot be under- 


ſtood of any thing more, than that our Prelates 


had no Impoſition of Biſhops Hands. 280. His 


Words in the Relectio Principiorum Doctrina- 
lium, do not require to be underſtood in any other 
Senſe. 290. The Remarker's Ignorance of the 
true State of the Point of Diſpute. 296. The 


time of the Author's writing the Relectio, &c. 
proves. that he then knew nothing of the Nag's- 


Head Stor 


CHnae. VIII p. 300. The Counterblaſt 70 Horne 
eus that Stapleton never called in queſtion the 


Fact of the Ordination of our Biſhops. 301. His 
Objettion in the Preface, againſt the Legality of 


their Ordinations, ſhews that he owns they were 


ordained by K. Edward's Form. 302. His Objecti. 


ons in the firſt Chapter. 304. Le Quien's pretend- 


ed Proof from thence of his Denial that they were 


conſecrated by K. Edward's Form, 305. The Au- 


thor, by what he makes him ſay, muſt be guilty of 


a double Self-Contradiction. 306. Le Quien's 


Attempt to evade one of theſe | Contradithions. 
307. His Evaſion diſproved from -the Autbor's 
Words and Deſign in the Preface. 312. His 
Diſtinction to clear Stapleton from that Self. Con- 
tradition - diſproved from our Hiſtory and Con- 

| | ſtitution. 


* 


* 


* 
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ſtitution. 315. The Author, by Le Quien's 
Account, guilty of another Self - Contradittion. 
317. And of a third. 318. Stapleton's Con- 
feſſion in the Counterblaſt, that our Biſhops were 
conſecrated by King Edward*s Form, fhews there 
can be no Ground to pretend, from other Places of 
his Works, that he denies they were ſo conſecrated. 
319. It ſhews alſo, from his Authority, that the 
other Writers of his time muſt either have no other 
Meaning, or what they ſay muſt be falſe. 320. The 
Remarker's Allegation from the Anſwer to the 
Treatiſe of Engliſh Juſtice, 10 prove that the 
Biſhops were not conſecrated by their own New Or- 
dinal, confutes it ſelf. 321. What Stapleton ſays 
of the Caſe between Bonner and Horne implies 
no more than is conſiſtent with his owning that 
Horne vas conſecrated by King Edward*s Form. 
329. Summary of what is ſaid in this and the 
former Chapter relating to his Teſtimony. 
HAP.IX. p. 335. State of the Queſtion relating 
to Harding. 336. Le Quien's Argument from 
his declaring that the Proteſtants had no conſe- 
crated Biſhops. 338. His ſaying ſo no Prob 
that he denies they had any Ordination at all, 
but that they were ordained by true Biſhops. 
341. The Remarker's Way of arguing upon the 
ſame Ground. 344. The Truth examined of what 
Harding ſays, That they had no Conſecrated 
Biſhops. 346. Harding's Queſtions to Jewell 
about his Vocation. 347. His Demand of him 
to prove his Right and Authority to execute the 
Office of a Biſhop, ſhews he did not intend to deny 
the Fact of Jewell's Ordination. 350. Hard- 
ing's Queſtions no more than two, How, and b 
Whom, Jewell was conſecrated. 351. Le 
Quien and the Remarker add two more, When, 
and Where. 352. Proved fully from the Au- 
thor's Queſtions to Jewell, and his Reaſons for 


them, that he never had any Thought of denying 
the 


the Fact (but only the Validity and Lawfulneſs) 
f his Ordination. 364. The ſame proved from 
be like Queſtions put by him to himſelf, about his 
receiving - 8 of pens in King Edward's 
time. 369. J uien's Way of arguing from 
 Harding's fins Jewel.” 352. fl —— 
ment, that Harding's denying Jewell was conſe- 
crated by three Biſhops, ſhews the Regiſter to be 
falſe, becauſe it gives his Conſecrators the Title of 
Biſhops. 374. The Ridiculouſneſs of this Way of 
Reaſoning. 378. The Remarker's Way of argu- 
ing from Harding's Queſtions. 379. His Attempt 
zo prove that Barlow was not Parker's Conſecrator 
by a Disjunctive, that either he was not his Con- 
ſecrator, or no true Biſhop. 383. His Argument 
that he was not Parker's Conſecrator, from Hard- 
ing's objecting that all the Ordination that Parker 
and the reſt could pretend to was from the New 
Miniſters. 387. This Argument would be a 
Proof that Parker and our firſt Biſhops were or- 
dained by none but Themſelves, according to the 
Account we have in the Nag's-Head Story. 
388. Harding's Inſtances of other Caſes, which 
he makes parallel to Jewell's Caſe, ſhew that he 

had no Deſign to deny the Fact of his Ordination. 
CHaP, X. p. 397. The Anſwer which our Adver- 
ſaries pretend Jewell ought to have made to Hard- 
ing's Objections againſt the Orders of our Biſhops. 
398. Le Quien's Attempt to prove that JewelPs 
Ad of Conjecration was called for by Harding. 
399. The Altten:pt of the Author of the Nullity 
of the Prelatick Clergy, &c. to prove that Hard- 
ing expreſly required of Jewell to ſhew the Regiſ- 
ter of his Conſecration. 403. That Author con- 
vitted of a plain Forgery, and a Falſification of 
Harding's Words. 405. The confident Uſe he 
makes of this Forgery throughout his Book. 406. Juſt 
Reflections upon the Charafter of that Writer. 
408. Harding's Reaſon for his Demand of the 
b Letters 


A Tait of the Coxr zue 


Letters of Orders ſhews be had no Thought of 
objecting againſt the Fact, but the Validity of the 


Ordinations. 409. Though Jewell had produced 
the Regiſter, it would. not have been a ſatisfafory 
Anſwer to his Adverſary, 412. Le Quien's Re- 
flections upon Jewell's Anfwer to Harding as ſhut- 

ing and evaſive. ' 413. Proved that be gives a 

oper. and direct Anfiver. 416. Proved that 
Hg makes a ſnhuffling Reply, and miſrepre- 
ſents and falſifies Jewell's Anſwer. 423. Le 
Quien's interpreting Jewell's Words, of a Conſe- 
cration hy one Biſhop. being valid, as if he owned 
that bimſelf was conſecrated by. Scory only at the 
Tavern. 426. What Harding ſays upon this 
Occaſion ſhews he knew nothing of the Nag's- 
Head Ordination. 431. His Pretence that Jewell 
had not yet anſwered his Queſtions, at the ſame 
time when in his Detection he is ſetting down the 
Anſwers to them. 434. Jewell not obliged to 
prove that his Conſecrators were true Biſhops, ex- 
cept Harding had firſt offered ſome Arguments to 
prove the contrary. 437. Le Quien's and Fitz- 
herbert's Refletttons. upon Jewell's Words, Our 
Biſhops are made in Form and Order, &c. as 
if he meant other Bifhops, and not himſelf. 
440. Harding's Reply about the Arch-Biſhop”s 
Conſecration. 441. His Reply no Proof that 
Parker was not conſecrated at Lambeth, nor 
that he was ordained at. the Nag's-Head. 
448, Jewels making no Rejoinder to it of no 
Service to our Adverſaries. 453. Le Quien fur- 
niſbes us with a good Reaſon, why Jewell muſt 


think it impertinent to give Harding any Proof of 


the Fact of his Ordination. 457. His Pretence 

that Harding, &c. contefted. the Fact of the Or- 

dination of our Biſhops, becauſe they muſt other- 

wiſe have been Fools or Madmen, to reproach them 

as having never been truly conſecrated. 459. The 

Arguing of the Author of the Nullity of the _ 
| _ latic 


of the ſeveral CHAPTERS. 


latick Clergy, that we ought out of Charity 10 
Harding and Stapleton, 7o believe they were cer- 
= tain that there was no Conſecration at Lambeth. 
= Cray. XI. p. 465. Le 1. late Treatiſe of the 
= Nullity w the Engliſb Ordinations, à Confuta- 
tion of the former. 466. What be takes upon him 
to prove in his former Treatiſe. 467. This diſ 
proved in the T1 pre 1 55 POR 3 8. Proc 
his confuting himſelf, hy hat s 118 
— —— 471. By what he ſays in regard to 
Harding. 472: By what he ſays in regard ta 
Sanders and Bonner. 475. His falling. inta the 
ſame Miſtake with the Remarker about the Point 
of Diſpute. 478. His new Argument from an 
Expreſſion in Stapleton's Fortreſs of Faith. 
480. Hi: Pretence from the Preface to the Coun- 
— that — — | - 2 
28 Hen. 8. of the making of Biſhops, but that 
it was . left out of the Statute- Book. 2A 
481. His Interpretation of Stapleton's Words, A 
the very Statutes, 483. His Interpretation. of _—_ 
Harding's Words, Ancient Biſhops. 484. His 
pretended Diſcoveries in Bonner*s Caſe. 487. His 
Charge againſt F. Le Courayer, of an Omiſſion of 
Heylin's Words. Ibid. And of concealing tbe 
Argument of Bonner or his Counſel, in the Cot- 
ton MS., againſt Parker's Conſecration. 489. Of 
how little Service that Argument can be to Le 
Quien's Cauſe. 492. Concluſion. 
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The Reader is defired to eorre theſe Frrors, eſpecially in 
p. 180, and p. 182. 8 


PAge 20. line 9. after thus, read (without ſo much as any Di- 


ſtinction of Points, to ſhew that it is a new Story.) p. 23. 
marg. r. »The Reformation. p. 60. marg: for Prefacer, read 
Preface. p.79. marg. for Numbers, r. Number. p. 81. 1. 31. 
r. Parker? p. 153. I. 17. for us, r. as. . 158. l. penult. r. (as 

poſſibly. p. 180. 1. 11. inſtead of, we find no more than one 

ſingle Biſhop, &c. to 1566. 1. 16. r. we find no more than two 
Biſhops made during that time, Jones of Landa}, who ſuc- 
ceeded Kitchin, and was conſecrated May 5. 1566. (Parker's 
Regiſt. Part 1. i 114. 6.) and * Robinſon of Bangor, who ſuc- 
ceeded Myrick, and was conſecrated O05. 20. in the ſame 
Year. p. 182. I. 16. inſtead of, Robinſon of Banger, A. 1566. 
and Jones of Landaff, A. 1567. r. Jones of Landaff, and Robin- 
ſon of Bangor, A. 1566.) ibid. in 2 del. Le Neve's Faſti, 
p. 522. p. 210. 1.8. r. at the Nag's-head. p. 264. 1. 1. for hc, 
r. hoc. p. 288. I. antepen. for Admonition, r. Demonſtration 
of Diſcipline. p. 326. J. 1. r. (ita diſponente Deo) 1. 11. r. 
lupi iſtt. p. 275. I. antepen. r. connexion. p. 352. del. N. 4. 
p. 475. 1. 31. r. deny. 


© eaſy and effectual manner, to deſerve the Name 
1 _ we give it, of an Abſurd Fable and Impu- 
dent Calumny, if it be laid open as it ſtands 
& | in the teyeral Authors from whom we have it, 
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Thoroughly examined and confuted. 


CHAP. I „ 
7 he Writers of the Nag's-head Story. San- 


ders's Account of the Ordination of our firſt 
Biſhops. Le 2 s Verſjon of Sanders. 
His altering the Text in the Extract from 
him. The Account of the Story in Conſtable's 
MS. Sacroboſco's Relation. The Relation 
4 the Prefacer to Parſons's Diſcuſſion. Fitz- 

imon's Relation. Wadſworth's Account. 
Kelliſon's Relation. Champney's Relation. 
Le Quien's Addition as part of Champney's 
Narrative, taken almoſt verbatim out of 
Firz-Simon. 


I, HE Story of the Conſecration of The Wri- 
our firſt” Biſhops in Q. Elizabeth's ters of the 
Reign, at the Nag's-Head Tavern, _ 4a 
will be made appear, in the moſt 


5 . 


- Conſtable, 
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Conſtable, Holywood or Sacroboſco, the Author of the 

£ Preface to the Diſcuſſion of F. Parſons, Fitz-Simon, 
= Wadſworth, Kellifon, and Champney: And what 
| they ſay I ſhall faithfully preſent to the Reader's 
| View. But I muſt firſt ſer down ſome Paſſages 
= relating to the Ordination of our Biſhops, out of 
| the Hiſtorian of the Engliſh Schiſm, Nicholas San- 
1 ders; who tho' he does not relate the Particulars 
4 | of the Story in his Account of their Ordination, 
1 yet appears to have laid a Foundation for thoſe 
q that came after him to make a Supplement to his 
þ | imperfect Relation, by filling up all that he had 
left blank, and patching it up ſo as to make a 


compleat Narrative. 


Tranſlati- 2. The Paſſages in Sanders which I ſhall faith- 
on of San- fully tranſlate from the Latin, are taken out of 
_ A ſix or ſeven Pages (from fol. 164 to 167) in the 
45% O, firſt Edition of his Hiſtory of the Engli/b Schiſm, 
nation of printed at Colen, Ann. 1585. which Edition I 
our firj} chuſe, becauſe it is the fame with that which F. Le 
Biſvepi. Quien cites and tranſlates ; tho? it differs here a 
little, and very much more in other Places, from 

the Edition publiſhed the very next Year at Rome, 

and N two Years after that, at Ingolſtadt, 

and followed exactly, for ought I find, by every 

one of the ſubſequent Editions from that time. 

«« .. Elizabeth diſpoſed of the Dignities and Of- 

„ fices of the Church among her Lutherans and 

«© Calviniſts; but moſtly to thoſe of the latter 
Sort: For there were come in great haſte to di- 

« vide the Spoil (of the Church-Preferments) 

« thoſe very Perſons that a little before, upon 

«© Calvir's Principles, abhorred the proud and 

„ antichriſtian Rule and Government of the Pre- 
lates.— The b Calviniſts greedily and with- 

out ſcruple graſped after the Biſhopricks and 


Fol. 164. Fol. 168. 


or * 


c Other 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 3 
« other Dignities of the Church, even then when 


> ( they knew the true Biſhops were yet living, 
—_ « holding Communion with the whole World; 
S WH < and not deprived for any juſt Cauſe, or by any 
S WH < lawful Authority The Queen indeed 


c gave theſe Preferments by her Letters Patents, 
6c | 66 ſo that it was neceſſary for thoſe upon 
« whom they were conferred to be ordained by 
c certain Perſons, and by a certain Form and 
« Manner, agreeably to the Laws of the Realm: 
« Henry VIIL the Author of the Schiſm, after 
« he had withdrawn his Realm from the Com- 
«© munion of the Church, and the Apoſtolick 
See, paſſed an Act, That no Perſon elected 
XZ < Biſhop ſhould ſue for the Pope's Bull or Man- 
date for his Conſecration, but only have the 
= < King's Letters Patents, upon which being con- 
( ſecrated by three Biſhops, with the Conſent 
= < of the Metropolitan, he ſhould be by Act of 
Parliament, conformably to the Canons of the 
Church, a true Biſhop: Nor ſhould any Per- 
== << ſon be owned as ſuch who was ordained in any 
= < other manner. However, he ordered the Form 
= < of Conſecration and ſolemn Unction then in 
= < uſe in the Church to be obſerved ; which 
“LEK. Edward afterwards laid aſide, and int- 
<« ed ſeveral Calviniſtical Prayers in the place of 
= < it<; but continued in force the former Act re- 4 
d lating to the number of Biſhops who were to 
"Xx << be preſent and to lay Hands upon the Perſon to 
be ordained. Theſe new Statutes Q. Mary re- 
* pealed, bur Q. Elizabeth revived them. So E 
„that it was neceſſary for theſe Biſhops of the 
„Queen's alſo to be ſo ordained, that with the 
Conſent of the Metropolitan two or three Bi- 
XZ © ſhops ſhould affiſt and lay Hands upon them. 
But it fell out pleaſantly (perridigw?) that 


© Fol. 166, 
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when theſe Superintendents were to be conſe- 
crated, they could neither prevail with the 
Catholick Biſhops to lay Hands upon them, 


nor had they among themſelves, of their own 


ſect, three, or two Biſhops, or one Metropo- 
litan conſecrated before by other Biſhops, by 
whoſe Conſent and Impoſition of Hands they 
might be conſecrated ; They were very urgent 
with an Iri/þ Archbiſhop, whom they had then 
in Priſon at London, that he would help them 
in this Neceſſity, and made him the Offer of 
his Liberty, and a good Reward if he would 
preſide in their Ordination ; but the Good Man 
could not be perſuaded by any means to lay 
his holy Hands upon Hereticks, nor to be 
Partaker of other Mens Sins. So, being deſ- 
titute of all lawful Ordination, when they were 
commonly ſaid, and really proved by the very 
Laws of England, to be no Biſhops, they were 
forced to implore the Aſſiſtance of the ſecu- 


lar Arm, that they might in a following Par- 


lament be confirmed by the Lay-Power, by 
whoſe Authority it might be forgiven them if 
any thing had been done or omitted irregularly 
and contrary to Law, in their former Inaugu- 
ration: And this, after they had executed the 
Office of Biſhops, and fat in the Epiſcopal 
Chair, for ſome Years 4, without any Epiſcopal 


Conſecration. Hence they had the Name 


given them of Parliament-Biſhops. But what- 
ſoever kind of Biſhops theſe falſe Biſhops were, 


and in what manner ſoever they were made,, 


from ravening Cubs and Lions Whelps, they 
came to be raging and devouring Lions and 
Wolves, and learnt to prey upon and lord it 


over the Clergy and People, and to rob and op- 


preſs them after a ſtrange and incredible man- 


a 


Fol. 167. 
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Ch. I. thoraughly examined and confuted. 5 


3. Here the Reader has before him what Father Le 
Sanders ſays of our firſt Ordinations: And the — 
greateſt part of what I have rendred into Engliſh, —_— 
F. Le Quien gives us in French ©; and to an- 7 


{wer his French Verſion and Paraphraſe, ſets 
t down immediately after it an Extract from the 
Original in Latin. This is a good Shew of fair 
1d dealing; and we may expect to find that he gives 
f WE us faithfully the Text of his Author, and that 
his Verſion agrees exactly with the Original: 
n But if the Reader will take the Trouble, he will 
y ccon ſee how far the Father's Fidelity and Exact- 
> WE neſs may be depended upon. The Words which 
. have tranſlated above, So being deſtitute of all 
e lawful Ord ination, (La omni legitimd Ordinatione 
y deſtituti,) Le Quien renders in the Frenchf, Ainſi 
re Us ne reghrent aucune Ordination; that is, So they 
by did not receive any Ordination at: all. Why he 


makes it, inſtead of no lawful. Ordination, (as the 
Word legitimd in the Text requires) no Ordination 

4. all, the Father is to give us a Reaſon. He 

does indeed let the Word legitimd ſtand in the 
Text, tho' he paſſes it over in the Tranſlation : 

But he takes more Liberty afterwards near the His alter- 
end of his Extract from Sanders s, where in thoſe. r rhe 


al Sander | 

Words, abſaue ulld Epiſcopali Conſecratione, he 7 
al = . F f h Author in 
ne ſtrikes out Epiſcopali; and his Verſion has the 5 Ex- 
at- ſame Omiſſion, ſans avoir aucune Conſecration; tract. 


chat is, without having any Conſecration at all, 
inſtead of, without having any Epiſcopal Conſe- 
eration. For what Intent he thus tranſlates and 
cites his Author, it is very eaſy to diſcern. It is 
his Buſineſs to ſhew that He, as well as Harding 
and others of that time, affirm that our firſt Bi- 


+ 


— 41 -. . . 
P” | ops came into their Sees, h wwithbout any Conſe- 


4 7 £7 q . * . . 
—- l Nullite des Ordinations Anglicanes, T. 1. p. 310, K. | 
= - P. 311 b P. 313. T. 1. Pp. 246, 265. 
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cration whatſoever , i without Solemnity, without 
Ceremony: * that they thought there was no Neceſſity 
of any Ordination, but took Poſſeſſion of their Sees 
by vertue of the Queen's Letters Patents without any 
Ecelefiaſtical Ceremony or Impoſition of Hands. To 
make no more of his Author's Words than that 
they had 0 lawful or no Epiſcopal Conſecration, 
would not come up to this Deſign ; he had Rea- 
ſon therefore to attempt to make his Readers 
believe, that he ſays they had 0 Ordination at all. 
Sanders might know they were ordained by the 
Perſons named in the Lambeth Regiſter, and by 
the Form in K. Edward's Ordinal, and yet ſay 
they had no lawful and no Epiſcopal Ordination, 
becauſe he looked upon that Form as of no Au- 
thority, and thoſe Perſons as no Biſhops: But 
Le Quien likes it better to make him an Evidence 
that they were not in falt ordained, either by 
thoſe Perſons or by that Form. He puts the 
Words Ils ne reghrent aucune Ordination, in the 
Htalick Letter, that the Reader may not miſs ob- 
ſerving that they are very home and deciſive to 
his Purpoſe ; But it would be more to his Repu- 


tation, not to leave out or miſ-tranſlate the Au- 
thor's Words, to make him ſpeak the Senſe of his 


Interpreter and not his own. 


4. The Author could not well be more 1 | 
plain and expreſs, than he is when he ſays, That 


our Prelates had not three nor two Biſhops, or one 


Metropolitan, of their own Se#t, conſecrated before by 


other Biſhops, by whoſe Conſent and Impoſition of 


Hands they might be conſecrated, And he ſays this 
in conſequence of what he had ſaid juſt before the 
Law required, That with the Conſent of the Metro- 


politan two or three Biſhops ſhould lay Hands upon 


them: For the want of which, he charges them 


with having o lawful Ordination. But this is not 


Pag. 269, & T. 1. Addit. p. iii, 


enough 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

enough to ſatisfy Le Quien, without making him 
ſay (as Fitz- Simon does after him, but is obliged 
to correct himſelf) that they had xo? three, nor 
two, nor one Biſhop in all England. In his Ver- 
fion (it happens) he ſays only, they had not any 
Metropolitan of their Se#t ; but both before and 
after it he gives us this Account as from Sanders, 
that they had not ſo much as one Biſhop =, That 
they found no Body to ordain them, but took Poſſeſſion 
of their Sees without having received any Conſecra- 
tion: That u it was notorious that they were placed 
in their Sees without receiving any Ordination or Im- 
== 7o/ition of Hands from - Biſhop 3 and That the 
== Proteſtants had not any Biſhop of their Seft who 
could lay Hands upon them, for want of having 
themſelves received any Ordination. If the Author's 
own Words were to be his Warrant for what he 
pretends to make him fay, how can he offer to 
make us believe, that his ſaying they had not 
three nor two, is the ſame as if he had ſaid they 


found no Body, not ſo much as one? We ſhall ſoon 


meet with another Inſtance of his Fidelity and 
Exactneſs in citing and tranſlating his Author, 
when we come to his Account from Champney of 
the Nag's-Head Ordination. | 


5. How far Sanders 1s uncapable to be brought De A. 
for a Witneſs of the Truth of that Story, will -ount of 
the Nag's- 
Head Ste- 


5 9 ry in Con- 
Work: At preſent I ſhall proceed to tranſlate, ſlable 


appear when I come to examine what he ſays in 
the Paſſages which I have tranſlated out of his 


K. 


or copy out, for the Reader, the Relation of the MS. 


Fact in the other Writers that have raiſed the fine 
2X >uperſtructure upon his Foundation. The firſt 
s Conſtable, in a MS. referred to firſt by Fitz-Si- 


mono; and afterwards by Kelliſon p, under the 


„ Infr. E a P. 313. 
= Britannomachia Miniſtrorum, P. 320. ; 7 Examen 
* Novæ Reformationis, p. 166, 
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Title of, An Anſwer to a Queſtion about the Voca- 


tion and Conſecration of the ENGLISH Biſhops ; 


which Relation Kelliſon ſays Conſtable gives from 
Stow, who often uſed to tell it to the Catholicks, 
of whom ſome were yet alive, tho? he durſt not 

t it into his Chronicle. The Story from Con- 
ſtables MS. we have in Champney a, in theſe Words 
as I tranſlate him, Parker was ordained by two 
« Heretick Prieſts at the moſt, and not by Bi- 
“ ſhops, ſuppoſing that Barlow aſſiſted Scory in 
« the Action, of which I am ignorant. For the 
“ Old Biſhop of Landaff, who was brought to 
e the Place deſigned for the Conſecration of 
& Parker and the reſt, pretended that his Sight 
& failed him, that he might not be guilty of ſo 
« profane an Action. Whence it followed that 
they applied themſelves to Scory, whom they 
* had not thought of before. Which Account 
<« 15 atteſted not only by Catholicks of very good 
« Reputation ( integerrime fide; ) who were Eye- 
* Witneſſes of what was done, but alſo even by 
* 7ohn Stow, who throughly ſearched with all 
„Diligence into the Circumſtances of the Fact, 
* tho? he durſt not relate them in his Chronicle.“ 


6. The next Author is Holyubod or Sacro- 
Boſco. The Subject he is treating of, which gave 
him occaſion to tell the Story, is, * Whether a 
Parliamentary Congregation is a True Church. And 
his ſecond Argument for the negative, is, becauſe 
the Parhamentary Paſtors have no Orders, And 
that he proves, Firſt, by referring to what Cam- 
fian, Dureys and Sanders ſay to that Purpoſe, 
Secondly, from the Original of our Miniſtry, 


which he ſays was this, (his Words I ſhall render 


3 De Vocatione Miniſtrorum, p. 50, 502. Le Quien, 
T. 1. p. 194. Remarks on E. Le Courayer, p. 172, 5 
De inveſtigandã Chriſti Eccleſia, c. 4. 


into 


” 1 8; 
N 
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Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


into Engliſp) * In the beginning of Q. Eliza- 
« hellbs Reign the Biſhops of the Sectaries were 
«© to be made. They that wanted Ordination 
« (Candidati) met at London, at an Inn in the 
6 Street called Cheap/ide, at the Sign of the Nag 
« Head, and together with them came the old 
« ſimple Biſhop of Landaffe, (Laudaſenſis, as it 
« is in the Latin all along) to give them Orders. 
« Which as ſoon as Bonner (Bomerus) then Dean 
e of the Biſhops in England, came to underſtand, 
6« he ſent his Chaplain — the Tower (where he 
« was impriſoned for his Religion) to command 
« Landaf, under Pain of Excommunication, not 
<« toordain the New Biſhops. By which Menace 
« Landaff being frightened drew back, and ma- 
« king uſe of many Pretences avoided the facri- 
£ legious Ordination. Hereupon the Perſons 
„% waiting for Orders (Candidati) began to be in 
«« a great Rage, to abuſe Landaff, and to con- 
c ſider of taking new Meaſures. To ſay no 
«© more, Scory the Monk, afterwards the Mock- 
« Biſhop of Hereford, impoſes Hands upon the 
0 reſt, and ſome of them impoſe Hands upon 
e Scory, and ſo the Children are born without a 
« Father, and the Father is begotten by the 
„Children, a Thing never heard of in any Age 
before. This Thomas Neale, Reader of the He- 
& brew Tongue at Oxford, who was preſent, re- 
5 lated to the old Confeſſors for Religion, and 
„ they to me. And the Story is confirmed by 
« its being afterwards enacted in Parliament that 
ce theſe Parliamentary Prelates ſhould be eſteem- 
„ed lawful Biſhops. *? 55 


7. The next after Sacrchoſco is the Prefacer Relation of 
to F. Parſon's Diſcuſſion of Biſhop Barlow's Anſwer the Pre- 


= to 
Sacroboſco, c. 4. Maſon of the Conſecration of the Bi- Parſons's 


ſhops in the Church of England, p. 268. Append. Id. Vin- Diſcuſſion 
diciz Eccleſ. Anglican, p. 678.  Y _ = ; 
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10 4 Nameleſſe Catbolick. Their Writers generally 
make the Relation not the Prefacer's, but Par- 
fons's own. But the Title Page might have pre- 


vented their Miſtake, and the Book might have 


ſhewed them that the Author did not live to go 
ſo far in Barlow's Anſwer, as that Paſſage which 
gave the Prefacer an Handle to charge Jewell and 
others of our Biſhops with ſuch a Conſecration. 
Barlew in his Anſwer reflects upon Parſonss nam- 
ing Mr. Jewell without condeſcending to give 
him his Title of Biſhop, in theſe Words, * Sure 
be was as lawful a Biſhop as Bellarmine was a Car- 
dinal. To this the Prefacer replies, » «+ Of Bel- 
« /armine*s being a Cardinal there can be no doubt, 
« ſeeing he was made by the Pope But x of 
« Mr. Fewell's being Biſhop we have not ſo much 
% certainty, yea we have no certainty at all. For 
4 who I pray you made him? Who gave him his 
& Juriſdiction? Who impoſed Hands upon him? 
«© What Orders had they? What Biſhops were 
& they? y True it is that both he, Sands, Scory, 
% Horne, Grindall, and others (if I miſtake not their 
& Names) in the beginning of the Reign of Q. E- 
&« lizabeth, met at the Horſe-Head in Cheapfide (a 
« fit Sign for ſuch a Sacrament) and being diſap- 
„pointed of the Catholick Biſhop of Landaff 
« who ſhould there have come to conlecrate them, 
« they uſed the like Art that the Lollards once 
« did in another Matter, who being deſirous to 
% cat Fleſh on Good Friday, and yet fearing the 
« Penalties of the Laws in ſuch Caſes appointed, 
« took a Pig and diving him under the Water, 


„ ſaid, Down Pig up Pike, and then after con- 


« ſtantly avouched that they had eaten no Fleſh 
« but Fiſh.. So I fay theſe grave Prelates aſ- 
« ſembled as aforeſaid, ſeeing the Biſhop whom 


t Anſwer to a nameleſs Catholick, p. 326. N. 135. 
* Maſon of the Conſecration, c. p. 257. Vindiciæ, 


| p. 677- N. 136, 


I 6 they 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
4e they expected came not to conſecrate them, 
ce they dealt with Scory of Hereford to do it, who 
« when they were all on their Knees, cauſed him, 
« who kneeled down, Jobn Fewell, to riſe up Bi- 
« ſhop of Salisbury, and him that was Robert 
« Horne before, to riſe up Biſhop of Wincheſter, 
« and fo forth with all the reſt. Which Horſe- 
Head Ordering was after confirmed ſynodi- 
« cally by Parliament; wherein they were ac- 
&« knowledged for true Biſhops, and it was far- 
« ther enacted, that none ſhould make any doubt 
„ or call in queſtion that Ordination. * This 
« was the firſt Ordering of Mr. Jewell and 
c the reſt, as I have been informed by one that 
« heard it from Mr. Neale, Reader of the He- 
« brew Lecture in Oxford, who was there preſent, 


« and an Eye-Witneſs of what was done and 
« paſſed . 1 


8. The next is Fitz-Simon in his Britanno- 
mac hia Miniſtrorum. His Words, as I tranſlate 
them from the Latin, are, „When Religion was 
to be totally altered by Q. Elizabeth, the true 
* Biſhops either being fled whitherſoever they 
« could, or committed to Priſon, ſeveral hung 
« facrilegious Men gaped after the vacant Pre- 
4 ferments, and the Queen was inclined to give 

e them to ſuch of thoſe Perſons who appeared 
« for them, as could at leaſt have ſome Shew of 
« Epiſcopal Conſecration. By the Law of the 
„Land, conformably to the Canon Law, three 


«© Biſhops are required to conſecrate a Biſhop, 


c and without that Number none is looked 
« upon to be duly conſecrated. But Þ at this 


4 


before referred to affirm) that could and would 
65 conſecrate the others. To abridge what fol- 


N. 137. 2 F. 318. P. 319. 


lows, 


time there were not three, nor two, nor one 
« Biſhop in all England (as the Authors I have 


Fitz-Si- 
mon's Ree 


lation 
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lows till he proceeds in the Story, Maſon, he ſays, 
enquires what could hinder thoſe from being ac- 
counted Biſhops who were conſecrated under 
K. Edward; and perplexes himſelf about the Ob- 
jections of Hereſy, Want of the Character, and 
other things; but that he, in pity to the poor 
Man, has before ſignified to him another great 
Impediment beſides (which he had not Eyes to 
ſee, tho? as clear as the Sun at Noon-day) the 
Want of a true Form of Ordination under 
K. Edward, and of an Intention both in the Con- 
ſecrators, and Perſons conſecrated to do what the 
Church does, both of them expreſly and ſolemnly 
declaring that they renounced and abhorred the 
true Prieſthood and Sacrifice, Sc. Then he goes 
on, „That tho' he ſaid there was not one that 
« would be guilty of the ſacrilegious Attempt 
« of conſecrating the Proteſtant Biſhops, yet he 
«© was aware that one Engliſh Biſhop, the meaneſt 
« of them for Wiſdom and Learning, Anthony 
« Kitchin Biſhop of Landaff, turned over to the 


6 Reformers: © But even he, tho* commiſſioned in 
ce the firft place by Q. Elizabeth, was ſo far from 
e executing that wicked Commiſſion (whether 
« being frightned by Bonner's Threatning, or of 
« himſelf abhorring ſo profane an Action) that 
„ he pretended himſelf to be blind, and conſe- 
«« quently unable to perform the Office. Which 
« he ſays Stat the Chronicler confeſſed upon all 
«« Occaſions, tho? he durſt not publiſh it in his 
« Hiſtory for fear of being put out of the Sy- 
© nagogue. 

«« There was at that time an 7; Archbiſhop 
« Prifoner in the Tower, whom, with a Promiſe 
« of his Liberty and a good Reward, they humbly 
<« requeſted to take pity of the Church in her 
& great want of Miniſters, and to perform the 


La 


* 


P. 320. „ 
: & Ordina- 


Ch. I. Thoroughly examined and confuled. 
« Ordination. But the good Man (as Sanders 
« ſays) could not be prevailed 7 by any means 
« to lay his holy Hands upon Hereticks, and to 
« be Partaker of other Mens Sins.“ Then, after 
giving us his Conjecture what Biſhop this was, he 
ſays, << Whoever he was he refuſed this profane 
« Office to his eternal Honour. — And they 
« having in vain tried ſo many ways of gratifying 
ce their own haſty Ambition, when no other Re- 
« medy offer'd itſelf, they themſelves meet to- 
* pether on a Day agreed upon, A. 1559. at the 
« Nag's-Head or Horſe-Head Tavern in the chief 
« Street in London, Cheapfide.” After ſome Re- 
flections upon the Scandalouſneſs of the Place, 
and the Confuſion they were in, which made them 
neglect all the Solemnities of Religion in the Or- 
dination; he ſays, 4 That they reſolved to go on 
« to (the 'Enirzo:;) the main Part of the Comedy, 
« and to finiſh the Work they had entered upon 
ce in an haſty diſorderly Manner. Out of the 
«© Company they made choice of Scory an apoſtate 
60 Monk Junius ſays (but with the Religion 
4 of a Calviniſt) that in the Church Impoſition of 
« Hands was antiently nothing more but a friend- 
« ly taking the Perſon by the Hand. Scory ha- 
eving this Reflection in his Head, bids them all 
« fall down upon their Knees, and then taking 
« Parker by the Hand, ſays, Up! riſe Lord 
* Biſhop of Canterbury And again in like man- 
« ner to Grindall, Up! riſe Lord Biſhop of London: 
So to Horn, Up! riſe Lord Biſhop of Wincheſter; 
« and then to Sands, Up! riſe Lord Biſhop of 
M orceſter, and fo of the reſt —— But this was 
«© not (the Kara5e00y) the end of the Play, which it 
« is of great Importance not to conceal; for it was 
e not fit that our unhappy 1/chyras ſhould return 
from the Tavern unrewarded, but ſhould for 
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cc this worthy Action be promoted to the Bi- 
« ſhoprick of Hereford. But who could give it 
t to the ambitious Apoſtate? You need not aſk 
ce that Queſtion : In ſuch an irregular Ordination 
« no wonder if by a ſtrange Prodigy the Father 
cc be begatten by one of his Sons. For that it 
c was ſo in fact, Thomas Neal, an Eye-witneſs of 

4 the whole Mock-Conſecration (which he came 
% from Oxford on purpoſe to ſee) declared both 
« to Thomas Haberley, a pious, grave, and re- 
<« verend old Man, now living in the Netherlands, 
« and to many others.“ 


Wait. 9. The next Writer, Wadſworth, ſays but 
worth's little, yet enough to ſhew that the others that tell i 
Account. the whole Story cannot much be depended upon. 

It is in a Letter dated Ap. 1. 1615. from Sevil 4 
in Spain, publiſhed, A. 1624. by Biſhop Bedell, F 
then Mr. Bedell, to whom it was writ, with ſe- 
veral others of his and Mr. Bedell's Letters under 
the Title of Copies of certain Letters— Between 
James Wadſworth and William Bedell. The Words 
in his firſt Letter are, © «<< Whereas the Councils 
« require three Biſhops to aſſiſt at the Conſecra- 
ce tion of a Biſhop, it is certain that at the Nag's- 
« Head in Cheapfide, where Conſecration of your 
<< Biſhops was attempted but not effected (where- 
« about I remember the Controverſy you had 
< with one) there was but one Biſhop, and I am 
« ſure there was ſuch a Matter: And although I 
«© know and have een the Records themſelves, 
<< that afterward there was a Conſecration of Dr. 
« Parker at Lambeth, and three Biſhops named, 
&« viz. Miles Coverdall of Exeter, one Hodgskin 
« Suffragan of Bedford, and another whoſe Name 
I have forgotten, yet it is very doubtful, that 
c Coverdall being made Biſhop of Exeter in King 
„ Edward's Time (when all Councils and Church 


; N, 11. p- Is. 


66 Canons 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confated. 
&« Canons were little obſerved) he was never him 
« ſelf canonically conſecrated, and fo if he were 
« no Canonical Biſhop; he could not make ano- 
« ther Canonical: And the third unnamed, as I 
« remember (but am not ſure) was only a Biſhop 
4% Elect and not conſecrated, and ſo was not ſuf- 
« ficient. But hereof I am ſure, that they did 
40 conſecrate Parter by vertue of a Breve from 
« the Queen as Head of the Church, Gt.” as 
he goes on to object againſt that Conſecration 
which he allows to have been effeted. 


25 


10. The next, Kzlliſor,, relates the Story in his Rellifon's 
' Examen nova Reformationis, that Part of which Relation. 


I ſhall tranſlate from the Latin. How little he 
knew of the pretended Fact when he firſt pub- 
liſhed his Engliſb Survey of the New Religion, An. 
1603. and reprinted it two Years after, and when 
he replied to Swutcliffe's Anſwer, A. 1608. will ap- 
pear afterwards, But in this Latin Work, A. 
1616. he takes himſelf to be ſufficiently inſtructed 
to ſet forth a Narrative of the Conſecration. He 
firſt f gives Reaſons why none of the Catholick 
Prelates would or could have ordained Queen Eli- 
zabeth*s new Biſhops. And * thereupan, he ſays, 
they were obliged (whatever Maſon prates to the 
<«< contrary) to wait upon an Jriſb Arch-biſhop, 
« then Priſoner in the Tower, and with man 

<« Intreaties and Offers of great Rewards, to de- 
« fire him to lay Hands upon them.** For this 
he refers us to Sanders, but then leaving him (to 
tell from other Hands the reſt of the Story, till 
he comes back to Sanders again) he ſays, Thar 
« Biſhop refuſing, they were forced to requeſt 
« Scory's Help and Aſſiſtance, which otherwiſe 
„they had not deſired, becauſe they knew him 
« to be only a titular Biſhop, and unlawfully 
made in K. Zqward's time. So, he fays, Con- 
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+ fable. relates it from Stow s, who tho? he durſt 

ce not put it into his Chronicle, yet uſed often to 

c tell it to the Catholicks, of whom ſome are 

cc yet alive. — others, worthy of all Cre- 
relat 


& dit, have the ſame; and one Thomas 
« Neale, Profeſſor of Hebrew in the Univerſity 
« of Oxford, who alſo himſelf was an Eye-Wit- 
<« neſs, uſed to declare to many Perſons (whereof 
« ſome are yet living) that this Conſecration of 
« the firſt Mock-Bithops under Q. Elizabeth 


« was ina Tavern in London, at the Nag's-Head 


« in Cheapfide ; a fit Church for ſuch a Conſe- 
« cration. So, he ſays, alſo Sacroboſco relates it.“ 
Then he takes up Sanders again, from whom he 
could have no more than the Introduction (about 
their wanting the legal Number of Biſhops to 


conſecrate them, and the Jriſb Archbiſhop's re- 


fuſing to do it) and the Concluſion, which now 
follows. And becauſe they were ſenſible that 
e they were not conſecrated according to the Sta- 
« tute 25 Hen. VIII. which requires that a Bi- 
<< ſhop be not confecrated but by three Biſhops, 


<« with the Conſent of the Metropolitan; and be- 


« ſides, that a Rumour was ſpread abroad that 
« they were not rightly-ordained Biſhops, they 
« were forced (as he expreſſes it in Sanders's 


« Words) to call for the Aſſiſtance of the ſecu- 


lar Arm, that they might in a following Par- 


Champ- 
ney's Re- 
lation. 


<« liament be confirmed by the Lay-Power, Sc.“ 


11. From Kellion, we are to paſs to Au- 
thony Champney, Doctor of the Sorbonne, who had 
the laſt hand in methodizing, dreſſing up, and 
poliſhing the Story. His Words in his Book in 
Latin, De vocatione Miniſtrorum, I ſhall tranſlate, 
and likewiſe ſet down, where it is material, what 


he ſays in his Engliſb Treatiſe Of the Vocation of 


Biſbops, publiſhed two Years before, h. In the 


5 P. 166, *® Ch 14. p. 497. | R 
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Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
te beginning of Q. Elizabeth's Reign, the Ca- 


« tholick Biſhops being deprived and committed 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
.C 


* 


44 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


* 


o 
cc 


to Priſon (as will be ſeen afterwards) others 
were to be made and placed in their Sees. 
They who were nominated and elected to that 
Dignity met by Appointment in London, at an 
Inn (Hoſpitio) at the Sign of the Nag's-Head, 
in the Street called Cheapſide. Thither alſo 
came, upon Invitation, the Biſhop of Landaf, 
very ancient and decrepit, and a weak and ti- 
morous Man. By him the. new Candidates 
expected to be ordained. Which Bonner 
Biſhop of London, i Which being known 
then in Priſon for Re- „ to Bonner, then Pri- 


« ligion, having ſome «© ſoner, he ſent” unto 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


Intimation of, (ſabol- the Biſhop of Landaff 


faciens) threatned © forbidding him, un- 


Landaff with excom- „ der Pain of Excom- 
munication if he or- - << munication, to exer- 
dained them. He „ ciſe any ſuch Power 
being frightned with „ im his Dioceſe as to 
this Meſlage, and be- order theſe Men.“ 


ing alſo poſſibly touched with the Checks and 


Pricks of his own Conſcience, drew back, 
and pretending that his Eyes were too weak, 
refuſed to lay Hands upon them. The Ex- 


« pęectants therefore being diſappointed of what 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
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40 
66 


they hoped for, and looking upon it as his 
putting a Trick and Abuſe upon them, began 
to load the Old Man with Reproaches, whom 
before they had treated with great Honour 
and Reſpect; ſome of them ſaying, This 
doating old Fool thinks we ſhall not be Bi- 
ſhops except we be greaſed; ridiculing both 
the Aged Biſhop, and the Catholick Ce- 
remony of Conſecration. * But being thus 
diſappointed of a Conſecrator, they were 


i Engl. p. 194. * P. 498. 
C « forced 
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« forced to take new Meaſures, and addref- 
c ſed themſelves to Scory, an apoſtate Monk, 


« who having borrow- 


« ed the Name of Bi- 
« ſhop in K. Edward's 
« time, was thought 
« to have ſufficient 
« Power to perform 


<< the Office, eſpecially 


« in ſuch a ftraight 


LNeceſſity 


& Having the Bible in 


« his Hand, and they 


« all — before 
« him, he laid it upon 
« every one of their 


« Heads or Shoulders, 


'« ſaying, Take thou Au- 


6c . to preach the 


« Word of God ſincerely, 


« And ſo they roſe 
« up Biſhops. This 
« whole Narration, 
% without adding or 
« detracting any Word 
c pertiining to the 
« Subſtance of the Mat- 
« der, Sc. 


c Sometimes Reader of 
& the Hebrew or Greek 
« Lecture in Oxford, 
cc but when this Matter 


paſſed was belonging 


cs to 


«© who under Edw. VI. 
&« had, without an 
«© Conſecration, (as will 
“ ſoon par) unlaw - 
“ fully poſſeſſed him- 
« ſelf of n Biſhoprick, 
ce to be ordain'd by him. 
« He who with his reli- 
ce gious Habit had laid 
« aſide all Conſcience, 
« ſoon did the Buſineſs, 
« making uſe of this 
« Ceremony. They 
e all kneeling before 
« him he laid the Bible 
« upon each of their 
« Heads, and ſaid, Take 
& thou Authority to preach 
& the Word of God ſin- 
&« cerely. And ſo they 
« roſe up all Biſhops. 
« This whole Relation 
I had more than once 
« from the Mouth of a 
« Reverend Prieſt, Mr. 
« Thomas Bluett, a very 
« grave, learned, and 
« prudent Man, who 
« faid he heard it from 
« Mr. Neal, a Perſon 
« of great Reputation 
« and Learning, for- 
«© merly Profeſſor of 
e the Hebrew Tongue 
in the Univerſity of 
« Oxford, and at the 
ee tune when all this 
6 was 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


« to Bonner, and ſent by was done, of Bonner 
„ him to deliver the theBiſhopof London's 
« Meſſage before-men- < Family, whoſenthim 


* tioned to, the iſhop to the Biſhop of Lan- 


« of Landaf, and with- 4 daf, to require him, 
« a] to attend there to under pain of Excom- 
« ſee the End of the munication, not to 
« Buſineſs. Mr. Blu- 282 in that ſacri- 
« elt had other good <« legious Conſecration; 
« Means to be inform- „ and beſides to ſee. 
« ed of this Matter, „ what was done there, 
« being a long time „ ſo that he was an 
« Priſoner with Dr. Eye-witneſs of what 
« J/atſonBiſhop of Lin- was done. And of 
cc coln, and other Men „ the Truth of this Re- 
ce of Note of the an- lation there are atthis 
cient Clergy, in whoſe <« day as many Witneſ⸗ 
« Time and in whoſe “ ſes as are alive of the 
Sight, as a Man may «© Prieſts who were Pri- 
« ſay, this Matter was *« ſoners with Bluett in 


done. the Caſtle of Visbich, 


&« in which Place alſo 
I had it from him.“ 


12, Here the Reader has a View of the whole 
Legend, from the firſt Ground-work of it in 
Sanders, till it came to its full Height and Pro- 
pou in Fitz-Simon and Champney. From the 

arrative of the latter F. Le Nen takes the 
Relation (as he calls it) of his Catbolick Mriters; 


as, half a Century before him, the Author of the 


m Treatiſe 0 Catholich Faith and Hereſy takes his 
Account from Champney. He gives us almoſt | 
Champney's own Words, with very little Varia- 
tion: but Le Quien allows himſelf greater Liber- 
ty, as would appear if (as he does in Sanders's 


Caſe) after his Tranſlation and Faraphraſe of 


- T. 1. p. 1. 2 P. 7,8. 
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Champney in French, he had ſet down the Latin 
Text of the Author. I ſhall at preſent only 
take notice of one ſtrange and bold Variation, 
viz. That, in the Concluſion, after u Scory's Form, 


Take thou Authority to preach the Word of God ſin- 


cerely, he leaves out Champney's Words immedi- 


_ ately following, Et fic ſurrexerunt omnes Epiſcopi 


LeQuien's 
Addition 
to Champ- 
ney as 
part of his 
Narrative 
taken al- 
moſt ver- 
batim out 
of Fitz- 
imon. 


and ſo they roſe up all Biſhops; and inſtead of 
them goes on thus (without almoſt ſo much as 
any Diſtinction of Points) to ſhew that it is a new 
Story: And taking them one after another by the 
« Hand, as giving them that which the Calviniſts 
« call The Right-Hand of Fellowſhip, he ſaid firſt 
« to Parker, Riſe up my Lord 8 of 
C Canterbury; then to Edmund Grindall, Riſe up 
e my Lord Biſhop of London; to Robert Horn, 
% Riſe up my Lord Biſhop of Wincheſter ; to 
&« Edwin Sands, Riſe up my Lord Biſhop of 
« Worceſter: And the ſame to all the reſt of the 
« Prelares who were there for the ſame Purpoſe.” 
Then Le Quien tells us immediately in the next 
Words, “ This Hiſtory, ſuch as I have juſt now 
related, is to be found in the Book of Anthony 
« Champney, Doctor of the Sorbonne, De Voca- 
« tione Miniſtrarum, c. 14. p. 497. 


13. It the Pather has an Edition of Champney's 
Book, contrived, notwithſtanding this Addition, 
to anſwer exactly the very ſame Pages in the Edi- 
tion that J have, he knows beſt: But in this Edi- 
tion the Reader, if he pleaſes to contult it, ma 
pore his Eyes out before he will find this Clauf: 
added to Champney's Story. So that if there be no 
ſuch Edition, 1t muſt be an Interpolation of Le 
Quien's own making, for Reaions beſt known to 
himſelf. It may be ſaid that his Account from 


 Champney all along is a kind of Paraphraſe, and 


2 T. „ © 188. 
= this 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


this Addition is only an Enlargement inſtead of 
thoſe Words, And /o they raſe up all Biſhops. If 
it be a Paraphraſe, it is ſuch an one as we have 
ordinarily in Romances, where the Authors ſhew 
their Skill in drawing out a Story to a great 
Length, by multiplying and accumulating Cir- 
cumſtances which are not in the real Hiſtory ; 
as here it appears, that when Scory had pronounced 
the Form, and nothing of Prayers or Bleſſing fol- 
lowed in the Ceremony, as they give it us, the 
Biſhops conſecrated had nothing to do but to 
riſe up preſently, without waiting for Scory to lend 
them an helping hand. But this Paraphraſe has 
ſomething very ſingular in it ; that notwithſtand- 
ing the whole Narration is declared by Le Quien 
to belong to Champney, yet this Part of it ſtands 
almoſt Word for Word in another Author, Fitz- 
Simon, one who writ four Years before Champney 
printed his Work in Latin, De Vocatione Miniſtro- 
rum, and cannot be ſuppoſed to write an Expoſi- 
tion upon an Author that was to come after him. 
For what Purpoſe the Father robs Fitz-Simon 10 
pay Champney, that is, takes this Supplement 
from the former to make up the Deficiency in 
the latter, I cannot conceive ; except that having 
theſe two Writers both before him, he could not 
but ſee that there is a plain Difference and Incon- 
ſiſtency between the two Relations, as they ſtand 
apart, in the Iriſb Jeſuit and the Doctor of the 
Sorbonne; as the Reader himſelf will ſee clearly, if 
he compares the two Paſſages, ſet one againſt the 
other. | 


Fitz-$imon, p. 321. ſup. Champney, p. 498. ſup. 
P13. P. 18. 


«© They make choice *< They addreſſed 
e of Scory, an apoſtate' ** themſelves to Scory, 
Monk — He bids „ an apoſtate Monk. 
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them all fall down up- 
<« on their Knees; then 
« taking Parker by the 
« Hand, he ſays, Up! 
Riſe Lord Biſhop of 
Canterbury; and a- 
« gain in like manner 
to Grinaall, Up! Rile 
« Lord Biſhop of Lon- 
c don; and ſo to Horn, 
« Up! Riſe Lord Bi- 
« ſhop of Wincheſter ; 
cc and then to Sands, 


A 


4 


5 


* 
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- to be ordained by 
him. He ſoon did 
the Buſineſs, uſing 
this Ceremony. They 
all kneeling before 
him, he laid the Bi- 
ble upon the Heads 
of every one of them, 
and ſaid, Take thou 
, to preach 
the Word of God ſin- 
cerely. And ſo they 
roſe up all Biſnops. 


« Up! Riſe Lord Bi- 
« ſhop of Worceſter : 
« And ſo to the reſt, ”? 


14. Any one that looks upon theſe two diffe- 
rent Columns, and the Paſſages in them, as they 
ſtand apart, may ſee that Champney and Fitz-S1- 
mon (in whoſe Words the Addition which Le Quien 
makes to Champney 1s drawn up) diſagree with one 
another in that which is of the greateſt Import- 
ance in an Ordination, the two eſſential Parts of 
it, che Matter and the Form. The Matter in the 
one is, laying the Bible upon their Heads; in the 
other, Junius's Calviniſtical Impoſition of Hands, 
by giving the Right Hand of Fellowſhip to the 
* Perſon conſecrated. The Form in the one is, 
Take thou Authority to preach the Word of God 
ſincerely ; in the other, Up! Riſe Lord Biſhop 
of Canterbury; Up! Riſe Lord Biſhop of Lon- 
don, Sc. It there be any thing that can be looked 
upon as intended by theſe two Writers for the 
Subſtance of the Ordination, it muſt be in the 
Paſſages above, as they each of them contain the 
Matter and Form, related by the one with ſome 
regard to the Rules and Practice of the Roman 
Church ; and by the other agreeably to the Cal- 

2 | | viniſtical 


Ch. I. thoroughly examined and cunfuted. 


viniſtical Principles, which he takes to be the 
Principles of the Church of England; but both 
of them plainly intimate that the Ceremony they 
are relating in this different Manner is the very 
Subſtance of the Ordination. Champney expreſſes 
it, Scory ſoon did the By/ineſs, uſing this Cere- 
mony. Fitz-S$imon makes it, the Extracis, the 
main Part of the Comedy. And if there be a 
ſubſtantial Difference between theſe two Accounts 
of the Ceremony, then we mult ſay the Story of 
the Nag's-Head Ordination, as it is delivered by 
theſe two Authors, 1s in the very main Part, the 
Subſtance of the Ordination, different from and 
inconſiſtent with itſelf; and we may ſay this with 
good Authority, becauſe we may vouch Le Quien 


for it; who when he writ knew what he did, and 


had the Sagacity to obſerve the Diſagreement be- 
tween Fitz-Simon and Champney, and to find out 
an Expedient to reconcile them, by placing the 
Paſſage in the firſt cloſe to the End of that in the 
other, that ſo it might, firſt, appear to be one 
continued Relation, and not two difierent Stories: 
And the Addition, ſecondly, from Fitz-Simon un- 
der Champney might be conceived not to belong 
to the Subſtance of the Ordination, but to be 
purely ceremonial ; as the Mitre, Staff, and placing 
the Biſhop in the Epiſcopal Chair, with the Words 
annexed in the Roman Pontifical, are only addi- 


tional Ceremonies, after the laying the Bible upon 


the Head and Shoulders of the Biſhop ele&, and 


the Impoſition of Biſhop's Hands, and the Unc- 


tion, with the proper Forms of Words adapted 
to them, which make the eſſential Matter and 
Form. 

There is no other Writer, that I know of, who 
takes this Method of piecing up the Story, but 
the Poet o Thomas Ward, Canto the ſecond, who 
puts the raiſing up the Biſhops by Scory immedi- 
ately after his pronouncing the Form, Take thou 

2 ? C 4. Author 11. 
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Authority, c. and if this Author, ſo well known 
to Le Quien, gave him the Hint, it is very much 
for the Fathers Honour, However, he acts 
more fairly than Le Quien, for he cites two Au- 
thors in the Margin to anſwer each Part; Champ- 
ney for laying the Bible upon the Heads and 


Shoulders of the Biſhops, with the Form above- 


mentioned, and F. Parſons (whom he takes to be 
the ſame with his Prefacer) for tlie other Part, the 
raiſing them up, and hailing them Biſbops; where- 
as Le Quien gives both Parts wholly to Champney, 
and declares that the whole 1s to be read in him. 
Ward, being a Poet, may be better allowed than 
Le Quien to add what he pleaſes of his own, by 
way of Paraphraſe; and one of his handſome Re- 
flections is upon Scory's laying the Bible upon their 
Shoulders, P. That the Bible is the Food of 
« the Proteſtants, and therefore their Paſtors 
« ought to carry the Food of their Flocks upon 
« their Backs.“ So audaciouſly can a wretched 
Buffoon take upon him to ſhew his Wit, in a pro- 


fane and blaſphemous Abuſe of the holy Scrip- 


ture; for this Reaſon, becauſe our Church allows 
the Laity the Uſe of the Bible in their own 
Tongue; and this, tho? the Jeſt and Drollery is as 
plain and direct an Abuſe of the Roman Ponti- 
fical, which orders the Bible to be laid upon the 
Head and Shoulders of the Biſhop to be conſe- 
crated. Except their Church will tell us that 


the Bible is not the Food of thoſe that are under 


their Paſtors, who give them little of the holy 
Scripture, unleſs it be in a Tongue they do not un- 
derſtand, but feed them rather with the Milk of 
their own Legends and Traditions. 

But I am led out of my way by following Le 
Quien, the proper time to expoſe the Differences 
and Inconſiſtencies of the Writers of the Nag's- 


P. 161. Edit, 1716. ® Ibid. 
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d confuled, 

Head Fable, being not till when I come to con- 
ſider the Authors themſelves, and compare them 
together. However, I could not paſs by Le Quier's 


the, 


FS 


* 


Management, neither here nor before, when I was 


upon his Tranſlation of Sanders: And I cannot 


but reflect upon it, that it muſt be either with 


Deſign and Artifice, or from a very ſtrange Want 
of Care and Exactneſs, that he thus happens to 
miſrepreſent the Authors, whom he pretends to 
lay before the Reader. It will be the leſs Surprize 
to us, to find him as ready to impoſe upon us, 
in his Way of arguing from the Authors he pro- 


duces, as we ſhall preſently ſee he does in San- 


ders's Caſe. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. IL 


Reflections upon Sanders. What he is pretended 
to ſay by Le Quien and the Author of Re- 
marks on F. Le Courayer. D:ſproof of 
what this Author pretends to make him ſay. 
D:/proof of what Le Quien pretends to in- 
fer from his Words. Reflections upon what 
Sanders ſays of the Want of a Metropolitan. 
Confutation of what he ſays that the Prote- 
ſtants had not three Biſhops. Falſe, that they 
had no Biſhops conſecrated before by other Bi- 
Shops. Falſe, that they attempted to be con- 
ſecrated by an Iriſh Arch-Biſhop. Reflections 
upon what he ſays of their being confirmed in 
a following Parliament. Of what Credit he 
ought to be eſteemed. The Nag's-Head Fable 
diſproved by his being utterly ignorant of any 
ſuch Fact. Le Quien's and the Remarker's 
frivolous Reaſons why he might be informed of 


the Story, and yet not fpeak a Word fit. 


come now to conſider the ſeveral Authors 
whom I have before tranſcribed or tranſ- 
lated. The firſt is Sanders, in his laſt Work, 
Of the Engliſh Schi/m, which he left behind him, 
Anno 1581; at which time he died in Ireland, 
after he had been for two Years in open Rebellion 
againſt his Sovereign Q. Elizabeth; and had, in 


the Year +580. writ 4 A Perſuaſive to the Catho- 


lick Lords and Gentlemen of Ireland, to riſe up in 


Arms againſt the Queen, under the Banner of the 


4 Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, Append. B. 4. p. 119. 
Pope's 


- * 
Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 25 
Pope's Lieutenant: And at laſt, when he met with 
no better Succeſs than he deſerved, in his malici- 
ous and treaſonable Attempts, had fallen into 
Diſtraction, and brought upon himſelf the miſer- 
able End of being ſtarved to Death, as he wan- 
dered about in deſolate Places, and found no Suc- 
cour or Relief. A juſt Puniſhment from the Di- 
vine Juſtice upon him, That his Mouth ſhould be 
thus cloſed up, (as Camden * obſerves when he ſpeaks 
of his Death) which was always open to ſound a 


Trumpet to Rebellion, and maliciouſly to utter Lies 
and Slanders. | 


2. Such an Author, it appears, deſerves but 
little Credit to be given to whatever he ſays. But 
I ſhall firſt do him that Juſtice as to ſhew a little 
farther, * how F. Le Quien and another Writer at- 
tempt to make him ſay more than he does. Se- 
condly, I ſhall ſhew, wherein he is guilty either 
of Ignorance or Falſhood, in that which he does 
really ſay : And proceed to ſhew, Thirdly, of 
how little Credit he ought to be eſteemed. 
Fourthly, that he was utterly ignorant of any 
ſuch Fact as the Ordination at the Nag's-Head. 
Laſtly, that the Reaſons of Le Quien and the 
other Writer, why it might be well known to 
him, and yet he might not ſpeak a Word of it, 
are weak and frivolous. OY 

For the firſt, Le Quien, at his very Entrance San. 
upon his Verſion of the Author, beſpeaks his ders ;; 
Reader, ! See, ſays he, how Sanders reports the Fact pretended 
which was the Oxcaſion of their being made the laugb- Le Ga by 
ing Stock of ſo many Perſons. The Reader, at firſt, _ 
muſt be under an Expectation that the following Autbor if 
Report in the Author is of the ridiculous Ordina- Remarks 
tion at the Nag's-Head; that this muſt be the Fact © E Le 
which expoſed our Biſhops to the Moctery and Ver. 


Annal. Eliz. I. 3. Ann. 1583. T. 1. p. 310. 
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| Deriſion of the Catholicks. But if he looks back 


to my Tranſlation of that. Part of Sanders, or 
compares it with Le Quien's Verſion and Extract, 
does he find either in the one or the other a Report 
of our Biſhops being conſecrated at that Tavern? 
Is the Author's ſaying they had not three or two 
Biſhops to conſecrate them, that they were deſti- 
ute of all lawful Ordination, that they took and 
kept their Sees without any Epiſcopal Conſecration, 
is this the ſame as if he had ſaid they were made 
Biſhops by that Mock-Conſecration ? Le Quien him- 
ſelf owns the contrary. * 17 is true, ſays he, that 
Sanders does not expreſly ſpeak of the Hiſtory of the 
Tavern. And he does not attempt to make direct 
Proof of it from his, or from the Teſtimonies of 
Bonner, Stapleton, and Harding, but only by Con- 
ſequence, as he pretends, u They deſtroy the Autho- 


rity Ml the Lambeth Regiſter, and maintain that 
' the 


onſecration of Parker and his Brethren was nat 
according to the Old or the New Ceremonial ;, and all 
v with one Voice affirm, that the Reformed Prelates 
were placed in their Sees by vertue of the Queen's 
Letters Patents only, without ever having received 
any Ordination whatſoever, without obſerving that 
which was in uſe in K. EnwaRry's time. And in 
this he is followed by an Eng/i/þ Writer of their 
Communion, who alſo confefles that * Sanders 
does not expreſly mention the Nag's-Head in his Hiſ- 
tory; but labours to make him and the others 
Evidences againlt the Conſecration recorded in the 
Lambeth Regiſter. With this View it is, as I 
intimated before, that Le Quien inſtead of report- 
ing what the Author ſays, That our Biſhops had 
not any Lawful! nor Epiſcopal Conſecration, puts 
theſe Words into his Mouth, That they had 20 
Ordination at all, He attempts to make Proof of 


. v Ibid. p. 317. P. 319. 
* Remarks upon F. Le Courayer's Defence of the Engliſh 
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not in the Power of the Author of the Remarks to 
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Ch. Il. thoroughly examined and cnfuted. 


it in this Particular, that they were not conſe- 
crated by the Form in K. Edward's Ordinal; and 
therein is ſeconded, or rather out- done, by the 
Engliſh Writer juſt mentioned, who makes San- 
ders expreſly deny that they were conſecrated by 
that Form. Le Quien infers his Denial of it as a 
Conſequence of his ſaying that our Biſhops had 
no lawful Ordination; but this Writer is more 
quick-ſighted, and finds that the Author does not 


only deny it by Conſequence, but in expreſs 


Terms, viz. / That after he had ſaid they ought to 
have been ordained by K. Enwary's Ordinal, he 


expreſly tells us, But they were not ordained either 


by fuch a Rite, or by ſuch Perſons as that required. 


3 2 Sanders does expreſly ſay, they were not Diſprof 
ordained by ſuch Perſons as the Law required, by a J what 


| j . ; 77 j the Author 
Metropolitan and two or three Biſhops; but it is of the Re- 


2 a marks pre- 
ſhew us any Words of his, wherein he ſays ex- tends to 


preſly, that they were not ordained by ſuch a nale San- 


Rite. *Tis true theſe are his Words, 5. The ders. /9)- 
«« Queen {ſo diſpoſed of theſe Preferments, that 


c it was neceſſary for thoſe upon whom they 
« were confer'd to be ordained by certain Per- 
ce ſons, and a certain Form, agreeably to the 
« Laws of the Realm. But does he preſently 
after theſe Words, ſay the Quoat's Biſhops were 


not ordained by ſuch a Form © or does he in any 
other Place afterwards ſay any more than that 
they were not ordained by ſuch Perſons? So far 
he is from ſaying any thing more, that when, 


after giving an Account of the Statutes of 
Hen. VIII. and Edw. VI. reſtored by Q. Elizabeth, 
he comes to lay down how the Law required her 


Biſhops to be conſecrated, (in thoſe Words, b $9 
that it was neceſſary for theſe Biſhops of the Queen*s,&c.) 


1 P. 90, 92. N. 3. * Sup. p. 3. Sup. ibid. 


he 
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he drops the Neceſſity of their being conſecrated 
by K. Edward's Form, and mentions only that it 
was neceſſary that they ſhould have Inpoſition of 
Hands from two or three Biſhops, with the Conſent 
of the Metropolitan; and accordingly charges them, 
in the next Words, with the Neglect of the Law 
in nothing elſe hut the Want of a Metropolitan, 
and the legal Number of Biſhops. If he had 
meant to object the Want of that Form as well 
as the Want of thoſe Perſons, he might eaſily, and 
certainly would, have added, in the Words fore- 


going, that it was neceſſary they ſhould be or- 


dained by that Ceremonial ; but his neither lay- 
ing down that Particular for one Ground of his 


Charge againſt our Biſhops, nor making that Ob- 


jection any part of his Charge, ſhews plainly that 
he had no ſuch Objection to make; but that he 
knew they were actually ordained by that Form, 
and was ſenſible that if he had offered to deny it, 
he ſhould have been preſently convicted of a no- 
torious Falſhood. | | 
But I muſt not paſs over ſomething very par- 
ticular in this Remarker's Way of delivering F an- 
ders's Senſe. <« It is, he ſays, plainly this 
« That altho' the Calvinian Principles of the new 
« Prelates ſhould have made them ſcruple at the 
« Ceremonies which ought to have been then 
« uſed, and were uſed afterwards, yet their Scru- 
« ples did not hinder them from taking Biſhop- 
„ ricks that the Ceremonies, the Surplices, 
ce the Copes, the very Functions even of the New 
4 Epiſcopacy, was what had ſtill, in their Opi- 


* nion, enough of the Anti-Chriftian, and there- 


« fore they ought not in Conſcience to have ac- 
c cepted of them; that however, the Advantage 
« prevailed over their Scruples : In fine, that al- 
e tho? they ought to have been ſo ordained, yet 


© P. 90, 91. 
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Ch. II. rhorbugbiy examined and confuted. 
« in effect it ſo happened, and happened ridicu- 


4 louſſy, that they were not ſo ordained. I ſet 


down all this in his own Words, that the Reader 
may judge what he muſt be underſtood to ſay here, 
9 if he ſays it, ſure he was not well awake. 


For how does he mean the Advantage prevailed 


over their Scruples? Was it not that it made them 
accept of thoſe Anti- cbriſtian Functions and Cere- 
monies, at which otherwiſe their Calvinian Princi- 
ples ſhould have made them ſcruple? Is not this ac- 
cepting of thoſe Ceremonies the ſame with their 
ſubmitting to be conſecrated by thoſe Ceremo- 
nies? How can it then be Sanders's Senſe, and the 


' Remarker ſay from him, that they were not con- 


ſecrated by this Ceremonial ? Is not this to ſay, 


that the Advantage prevailed over their Scruples, 


and made them ſubmit to be /o ordained, and that 
in fine their Scruples prevailed over the Advantage, 
and it happened they were not ſo ordained? It it 
be ſaid that the Author of the Remarks did not ſo 
well know how to expreſs his own Meaning, but 
that his Meaning was, that they accepted of the 
Biſhopricks, but not of the Ceremonies z he is, 
beſides ſhewing us how they could be admitted 
to the Order and owned as Biſhops without being 
ſo ordained, to ſatisfy us, how it came to hap- 
pen ridiculouſly, that the ſame Perſons, at the 
ſame time, and upon the ſame Occaſion, ſhould 
act the Part of conſcientious and ſcrupulous Men 
in one regard, and ſacrifice their Intereſt to their 
Scruples ; and yet ſacrifice their Scruples to their 
Intereſt in the other reſpect, and act the Part of 
Men of no Religion or Conſcience. This is no 
Inſtance of this Writer's Candour or Exatineſs , 
with the Want of which he is ſo forward to charge 
4 F. Le Courayer, for not ſeeing, as he does, that 
this is what Sanders affirms. | 
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. Diſprof 4. F. Le Quiendoes not pretend that it is expreſly 
7 what aid by Sanders, that our Biſhops were not conſe- 
T.,. Wien crated by the Form in K. Edward's Ordinal, but 
| Bag —_ gan- infers it as a Conſequence of his ſaying they had 
bi ders? no lawful Conſecration : That the Author, after 
Words. having ſaid that © it was Queen Elizabeth's Will 
that ber Biſhops ſhould be ordained by the New Ri- 
9 tual, with the Metropolitan's Conſent, and the Im- 
poſition of Hands of two or three Biſhops; teſtifies 
(enſuite, which may be underſtood preſently after) 
that Parker and the reſt whom the Queen nominated 
at firſt did not receive any Ordination according to 
the Laws of the Church or State— and were proved 
by the Laws to be no Biſhops. If the Father means 
that theſe Words follow immediately in the Place 
where Sanders ſays it was the Queen's Will that ber 
3 Biſhops ſhould be ordained by certain Perſons and a 
N certain Rite; what J have ſaid before f is enough 
to ſhew that he miſrepreſents the Author; who 
I does not in that place ſay that they were not con- 
= . ſecrated by that Rite, nor that they had no law- | 
" ful Ordination; but theſe, laſt Words of his fol- 
i" low immediately after what he ſays, that it was 
T4 neceſſary they ſhould be ordained by two or three 
| Biſhops, with the Metropolitan's Conſent, and that 
they had no Metropolitan, nor three or two Biſhops 
of their own; nor any from the Reformed Churches 
abroad, and were refuſed by the Iriſh Arch-Biſbop s. 
This ſhews in what regard only he means they had 
no lawful Ordination: He concludes they had 
not, upon what he had ſaid, firſt of the Law, 
that it required their. being ordained by ſuch Per- 
ſons; and then of the Fact, that they had no 
ſuch Perſons to ordain them : Theſe are his Pre- 
miſes ; and can his Concluſion be any other than J 
that they had no lawful Ordination, for want of 


{ 
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| 
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Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


theſe Perſons? Can it be that it was for want of 
that Ritual being uſed in their Ordination, which 
in the Words before he neither ſays the Law re- 
' quired, nor objects to them the Neglect of it? 
Can we ſuppoſe him to have ſo little Logick, as 
to infer in his Concluſion ſo much more than nge 
had in his Premies? è é 
But the Ground of Le Quien's Reaſoning is, 
that in what follows the Author teſtifies that N 
Parker and the reſt of our firſt Biſhops did not re- 
ceive any Ordination according to the Laws of Church 
or State; and that they were clearly proved by the 
Laws of the Land to be no Biſhops, conſequently, 
they were not conſecrated according to the Form pre- 
ſcribed by the Laws of the Realm. If Sanders's 
Words, Omni legitimd Ordinatione deſtituti, Being 
without all lawful Ordination, and being proved by 


Y 
5 
; 


the Laws of England to be no Biſhops, neceſſarily —_ 
imply that their Ordination was unlawful in every 1 


Particular required by the Law, then the Father's. 
Way of arguing is concluſive: But if any one or 
two Defects in point of Law were enough to war- 
rant thoſe Expreſſions, . then this Reaſoning is 
wrong. It is a known Maxim in Morality, Di- 
vinity, and Law, Bonum eſt ex causũ integrd, ma- 
lum ex quolibet defectu. Any one Defect, as ſu 

ſe the Want of a Number of Biſhops, might 

a ſufficient Ground for the Author to ſay they 
had no lawful Ordination, tho? we could not ſay 
it was a lawful Ordination, except it were com- 
pleat according to Law in every 2 rticular. 

But without this, it were enough to ſay, that 
Sanders himſelf reſtrains and limits the Senſe of 
his Words: So they being without any lawful Or- 
dination. Here he plainly refers to thoſe De- 
fects which he had before objected: So, that is, 
by this means, their having had no Metropoli- 
tan, nor three, or two Biſhops. Can this refer 
to another Defect, viz. the Want of K. Edward's 
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Form, if there be no mention in the Words bez 

fore of any ſuch Defect? The Words therefore 

_ cher plainly rs what I ien 
fer from them. 


Refleftion _ „ This may be enough to ſkew what unfair 
2 _ Uk. ; is made of this Author; in attempting to 
— f the malte us believe he ſays that which he does not 
Want of a really ſay. But what he does ſay in the Paſſages 
Metropo- above tranſlated, I ſhall now 2 After he 
Luan. fays that . Elizabeth promoted ſuch Perſons on- 
„ Bif ops as ſhould be ordained according 
to the Statutes of the Realm; he gives an Ac- 
count of 8 K. Henry's Statute which preſcribed 
the Method of making our Biſhops, after the 
Pope's Bull was laid aſide; which Statute, as he 


reports it, enacted, That a Biſhop fhould be conſe- 


11 = crated by three (or as he ſays after, wo or three) 


Biſhops, with the Conſent of the Metropolitan; and 
that uo Perſon otherwiſe orduined ſhould be owned ts 
Biſhop. And if this be a true and exact Account 
of that Statute, then he had very good Reaſon 
to ſay afterwards, That it fell wo bx leaſantly, 
that they had not one Metropolitan & — 
Conſent they might be gt: For the See 
of Canterbury was vacant by Poles Death, and 
Heath of York, if he would have given his Con- 
fent, was diſabled by Deprivation ; and Purer 
was only Arch-Biſhop elect z and the Triſh _— 
Biſhop, whom no Body but Sanders appears 
have found our for them, could not, as he fas, 
be prevailed upon; and therefore it is plain th 
| could not have a lawful Conſecration for wan 
His Ine of a Metropolitan's Confent. But is 8aMery's 
-:K4 Account of that Statute true and exact? Ts 
m. Sta. there no Proviſion made in that Act of Parlia- 
fate. ment, in cafe there ſhould be no Metropolitan's 
Conſent to be had? Yes, there is very expreſly 3 
as *, may ſee chat reads the Sat. 283 VIII 


5 Sp. p. 3. ch. 20. 


Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


ch. 20. The Purport of the Statute, in that chap- 
ter relating to this Matter is, That upon the Va- 
cancy of a Biſhoprick or Arch-Biſhoprick, the 
Biſhop elected by the Chapter, or preſented by 
the King for Default of ſuch Election, ſhall be 
confirmed by the Arch-Biſhop, and conſecrated b 

him and two Biſhops; and the Arch-Biſhop elected, 
or preſented by the King for Default of Election, 
ſhall be confirmed and conſecrated by any Arch- 
Biſhop within this Realm, or other of the King's 
Dominions, and two Biſhops, or elſe by four Biſhops, 
Here it is plain that there is a Proviſion in the 
Act, that in the Vacancy of the Metropolitical 
See, four Biſhops may be empowered to confirm 
and conſecrate the Arch-Biſhop elect. But this 
dur Hiftorian did not fee, or either miſtook or 
forgot what he read, and ſo left the Biſhops elect 
under an Impoſſibility of being conſecrated, for 
want of the Metropolitan's Conſent. Le Quien b, 
when he introduces Sanders, to give him the 
greater Credit and Authority, tells us he could 
not but be well informed in what he relates, be- 
cauſe he wrote his Hiſtory before the middle of 
Q. Elizabeth's Reign, and before the Year 158 71. 
And he muſt indeed be preſumed within the Com- 
paſs of near 14 two Years, from 1359, to 
1581, to have had Time enough, and all Oppor- 
tunities of informing himſelf fully of every thing 
relating to his Subject in our Hiſtories, Records, 
Statutes, and Regiſters; but it appears that he 


ſpent his time (as Seneca ſays Men uſually ſpend . 


their whole Lives) aut nibil agendo, aut aliud agen- 
do, aut malt agendo, either in doing nothing, or 
nothing to the purpoſe, or in making it his whole 
Buſineſs to collect only Matter for Lying and 
Scandal; otherwiſe, if he had been diligent and 
careful to know the Truth, how could he be 
guilty of ſo groſs Ignorance or Miſtake, as to ſay 
* T. 1. 30 
D 2 that 
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that King Henry's Statute requires a Metropolitan, 
when it allows and gives Power to four Biſhops 
to confirm and conſecrate the Arch-Biſhop elect, 
without a Metropolitan? Thus one half of our 
Author's Charge againſt our Ordinations as ille- | 
gal, viz. the Want of a Metropolitan, has not 
the leaſt Ground in that Law which he quotes for 
it; becauſe that very Law provides that in ſuch a 
Caſe as that of our firſt Biſhops, there ſhould be | 
no need of one. Le Quien implicitly took what the 
Author ſays for good Law, tho' himſelf had ſeen RX 
that very Statute, and tranſcribes i enough out of 
it to have ſhewed him Saxderss Miſtake, and en- 
abled him to correct the Author's Text in that 
Place to better Purpoſe than he does elſewhere. 

It is a Satisfaction to ſee how much better the 
Perſons concerned underſtood what the Law re- 
quired, and proceeded accordingly. Several of 
them, beſides Parker, had been elected for ſome 
time by the Chapters of the vacant Sees, but none 
of them offered themſelves to be confirmed or 
conſecrated, before Parker (the Arch-Btſhop elect) 
had a canonical and legal Confirmation k (Dec. g. 
1599.) and Conſecration (Dec. 17.) by four Per. 
ſons, actually of the Epiſcopal Order, and legal- 
ly qualify'd by vertue of the Queen's Commit- 
ſion, Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins. 
And then Parker, being Metropolitan, was by 
Law empowered upon the Queen's Mandate, 
dated Dec. 18, the Day after his Conſecration, 
to confirm and conſecrate ſome of the others, as 
he did confirm Grindal, Cox, Sanders, and Mey- 
rick, Dec. 19. and conſecrated them, with the Aſ- 
ſiſtance of Barlow, Scory, and Hodgskins, Dec. 21. 


and ſo afterwards procceded to confirm and con- 
ſecrate others, 
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6. But Sanders may be more in the right in Confura- 
what he fays of the Want of Biſhops, and the ion 7 
Caſe then will be little better, tho? there were no bat _ | 
need of a Metropolitan. His Words are, They 22 
bad not three or two Biſhops of their own ect conſe- Rants not 
crated before by other Biſhops, to lay Hands upon having | 
them. Here too it appears he was ignorant in ee Bi. 
point of Law, for the Star. 25 Hen. VIII. required geb.. 
no fewer than four Biſhops to conſecrate the Arch- 
Biſhop, one or two more than he thought of. 
But it is more material to conſider what he ſays 
in point of Fact. And in that regard he either 
contradicts himſelf preſently, or expreſſes himſelf 
very aukwardly, like a Man that is telling a Story 
he knows to be Fiction. He ſays, I They were very 
urgent with an Iriſh Arch-Biſhop to help them, and 


7 made him large Promiſes, ſi vellet iſtorum ordina- 
: tioni præeſſe, if he would preſide in the ordaini 
' them. To ſay preſide, looks as if the Author ha 
i ſome other Biſhops (two at leaſt) in his Head, 
ö over whom the 1ri/þ Arch-Biſhop was to preſide 
as Metropolitan, and they to aſſiſt him in the Or- 
: dination. Bur to let this paſs: Had he not be- E 
: fore-hand more effectually confuted what he ſays 
. in this part of his Story? He ſays before in the 
beginning of that which 1s tranſlated above m, 
x There were come in very great haſte (rapidifſime) 
7 to divide the Spoil (the vacant Church-Preferments) 
5 thoſe who had fled to Savoy, and other Places. 
5 Who were theſe? There were abroad, to avoid 


the Perſecution in Queen Mary's time, beſides 
. Grindall, Cox, Sandys, Jewel, Horne, Sc. who 
were only in Prieſt's Orders, three of the Pro- 
5 teſtant Clergy who were already of the Order of 
Biſhops, Barlow, Scory, and Coverdale; and 
— might not theſe three of in as great haſte as the 
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other five, to have a Share in the vacant Biſhop- 


ricks? And had they not all more than time 


enough to come over, tho they had not been in 
ſo great haſte as Sanders makes them to be, Queen 
Elizabeth's Acceſſion to the Throne being in No- 
vember 1558, and the Sees of the Popiſh Biſhops 
not being vacated till more than half a Year after, 
in June and July, 1559, and not one Proteſtant 
Biſhop conſecrated till December following? The 
Author could not be ignorant that Scory, and the 
other five above-named, were in England very 
early after Queen Eligabeib's Acceſſion, ſome time 


before the Conference (March 31. 1559.) between 
eight Perſons on the Popiſh and eight on the Pro- 


teitant Side, of which Number theſe fix were; 
and Sanders could not well miſs them, becauſe he 
gives an Account of the Conference ®, and makes 
Reflexions upon the Manner wherein it was ma- 
naged; particularly that Bacon, a Layman, ſhould 
take upon him to be he Judge; but there he lays 
what is falſe, for Bacon o preſided only as Lord- 
Keeper, together with others of the Privy-Coun- 


cil, and pretended to no other Authority but to 


ſee that the Order agreed upon by Conſent of 
both Parties ſhould be obſerved; and P Heath, 
Arch-Biſhop of York, fat with him and the reſt of 
the Council; and himſelf reproved his Brethren 
the Popiſn Biſhops for breaking the Order agreed 
upon. Biſhop Scory and the others that were to 
act their Parts in 6 Conference, ſhewed they 
came over fo early, not greedily (as this Calumni- 
#tor ſays) to catch at the wacant Biſhopricks of 
the Popiſh Prelates, but to do any Service to the 
Church and Religion that was in their Power, be- 


fore they could know what Reward they might 


expect for it. The Bill that required the Biſhops 


F. 333. Edit. Ingolſtad. p. 234.  _* Burners Hift' 
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7 E Ann. P. 1. P- 90. 
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ch. I. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
to take the Oath of Supremacy on pain of 


vation, was depending in the Houſe of Lords at 


the time of the Conference, and had not finall 
paſſed both Houſes till April 29; and from tha 


time till thofe Biſhops had the Qath tendered to 


them and refuſed to 5 it, the Proteſtants had 
ſufficient Grounds from their former Compliances, 
to think they would, to fave their Biſhopricks, 
comply once more and take it again; ſo little 


Reaſon had they before to build their ge of 


raiſing _ Fortunes upon their ſucceeding the 

Deprived Popiſh Biſhops, wha probably would 
have complied, if they had nat been ſo infatuated 
as to oy that, p upon their refuſing one and 
all, the Church could not ſubſiſt without them. 
Scory, as is ſhewed, came over ſo early, and 
two others of Parker's Conſecrators came after 
him, Barlow and Coverdale, both already of the 


Order, tho? not poſſeſſed of their Biſhopricks, of 


which they had been deprived, or had reſigned 


them, in Queen Mary's Time; and the latter of 


thefe two, Biſhop Caverdale, did not return out 
of any haſty Ambition to take a Biſhoprick, 
either that of. Exeter, which he had before, or any 
other, but choſe rather to accept of none, and td 
fpend the ſhort Remainder of his Life in the Gare 


of a private Pariſh. 2 three Biſhops, and 


four others, were expreſl Pl named in the Queen!s 
Mandate (Dec. 6. 1559.) for the Confirmation and 
Conſecration of Arch-Bifhop Parker ; ſo that ſet- 
ting aſide Landaff (who was one of the — 
an is owned by aca himſelf to be a 

e into the a Schiſm) the An Ay- 
avoid being fufficiently in- 


ranger pq 8. 
thor could not we 


formed, chat there were no fewer than fix ({f n 


? Matthzus 1 in Strype's Append. to Parker's Life, Lit 


ee 


ſeven) 
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ſeven) Biſhops of our own Religion, any four of 
whom had a Commiſſion by the Queen's Mandate 
to confirm and conſecrate the Arch-Biſhop elect. 
With ſo little Truth does he affirm that they had 


not three nor two Biſhops of their own Sett to lay 
Hands upon them. | 


Falſe that . 7. But it may be he had better Grounds to ſay 
they had they had not three, or two, conſecrated before by 
8 7" other Biſhops. His Words are, Nec inter ſe aut 
ed before Tres duofoe Epiſcopos aut ullum omnind ſue perſidiæ 
by other Metropolitanum ab aliis Epiſcopis pris ordinatum 
2 haberent. Take him to mean both of our Metro- 
politan and Biſhops, that they had not been con- 
ſecrated by other Biſhops before; the Anſwer is, 

That there was not indeed any Metropolitan to 
conſecrate Parker ; but the Law did not require 

any one in his Caſe, but allowed him to be con- 

ſecrated by four Biſhops ; and that he had four 

ſuch Conſecrators, conſecrated before by other 
Biſhops, the Hiſtorian . could not fail of being 

well informed, if he would have taken the Pains 

to look into the Records and Regiſters, and to 

know the Hiſtory of thoſe Times. Barlow, the 

firſt of them, he might have been ſatisfied, by a 

fight of the Rolls r, had been elected and confirm- 

Biſhop of St. Aſaph, Ann. 1535; and our 

Hiſtory would have informed him that he was al- 

ways ſ looked upon to be a Biſhop conſecrated by 

Biſhops of the Church of Rome, in King Henry's, 

King Edward's, and Queen Mary's Reigns ; for 

tho? in the laſt he was deprived of his Biſhoprick, 

yet the Reaſon given for his Deprivation is his 

eing married, and a Heretick, without the leaſt 
Intimation of his preſuming to act as a Bilhop 
without having received the Order by due Conſe- 


Diſſertation, c. 3, 4 efenſe of it, B. 3. c. 7, 8, 97 10, 


r Rymer, T. 14. p. 558, 559. \ See F. Le Courayer's 
and his D 4 
| cration, 


nnn IE IFaw . 


8 * * e . Win 2 . 3, 4 : _ 
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Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. JJ & 
eration. Tis true, if Sanders had read over Crau- 3 
ners Regiſter, he would have found that Barlow's 
Conſecration is not entered there, but he could 
no more conclude from thence that he was not ; 
conſecrated, than he could from the ſame Omiſ- 3 
ſion conclude, that Gardiner and ſeveral others 
never had any Conſecration. But Cranmer's Re- 
giſter might .have given him ſufficient Evidence 
of the Conſecration of Scory, Coverdale, and 
| Hodgskins, the other three of Parker's Conſecra- 
tors. Hodgskins t had received his Conſecration ſo 
early as Ann. 1538. 29 Hen. VIII. from the then 
Biſhops of London, Rocheſter, and St. Aſaph. 
Scory's and Coverdale's Conſecrators were Cran- 
mer, Ridley, and Hodgskins. Of Cranmer's Con- 
ſecration there is no Diſpute : Ridley w was conſe- 
crated Ann. 1547. by Cranmer, Hodeskins, and 
Sidon; which laſt * had been, Ann. 1545. one of 
the Conſecrators of Anthony Kitchin, Biſhop of 
Landaff. So that all Parker's Conſecrators were 
ſuch as had received Impoſition of Hands before 
from other Biſhops, then actually of the Church 
of Rome, or ſuch as had derived their Orders 
from them: And tho? he might pretend they were 
no Biſhops, becauſe they had been deprived of 
their Biſhopricks, and not reſtored or inveſted in 
other Sees before Parker's Conſecration; and that 
Scory and Coverdale had not true Conſecration be- 
cauſe they were conſecrated by King Edward's 
Form ; yet he could not fay with any Truth, that 
they had not Hands laid upon them before by 
other Biſhops. | 
What he ſays next, of their Attempt, by Bribes gag, t- 
and Promiſes of his Liberty, to prevail upon an zhey ar- 
Iriſh Arch-Biſhop whom they had in Priſon, to give tempted to 


| be — - 
© Reg. Cranm. fol. 204. Maſon's Vindiciz, p. 372. erated by 
Reg. Cranm. f. 334. Maſon, p. 209. Reg. Cranm. 7 Iriſh 
f. 321: Maſon, ibid, Reg. Cranm. f. 310. Maſon, reh 
p- 184. ̃ SETS _ Biſhop. 


them 
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them Conſecration, diſcovers itfelf very eaſily to 
be nothing but a bold groundleſs Fiction. For, 
beſides that they were under no Neceſſity, the 
Law requiring no more than four Biſhops, and 
having more than that Number of Prate- 
ſtant Prelates; I would aſk, Who was that Triſb 
Arch-Biſhop, and by the Authority of what 
Prince he was committed to Priſon > If by King 

Edward VI. he muſt have been fet at Libert 
again as ſoon as Queen Mary came to the Crown's 
and it cannot be conceived that when Queen Eli- 
zsbetb ſuceeeded her Siſter, ſhe found a Popiſh 
Arch-Biſhop impriſoned by Queen Mary, for the 
Profeſfion of her on Religion. The Jriſb Arch- 
Biſhops about the latter end of her Reign were 
Deowaall of Armagh, and three others: The for- 
mer, who was the molt likely to have deſerved 
Impriſonment from Queen Z/izabsth, for oppoſing 
her Re-eſtabliſhment of the Reformation, died in 
England, in Auguſt 1558. three Months before the 
Death of Queen Mary; and there was no other 
inveſted in that See in that ſhort time before her 

Deceaſe : And the three other Jriſh Arch-Biſh 

complied with the Alterations made by — 
Iizabeth. How then could the Hiſtorian, But from 
his own fruitful Invention, teil us of an Triſb Arch- 
Biſhop in Priſon, and ſend our Prelates to him 
for Conſecration? Fitz- Simon I pretends to gueſs 
at the Name of this Arch-Biſhop, that it was 
Creagh of Armagh; but the Author of the Mul- 
fity* is more poſitive and confident, and tells 
Arch-Biſhop Bramball, that his Name auas Richard 
Creagh, Arch-Biſbop of Armagh. And he is fol- 
lowed by Bruodine, who tells us it was this 
Martyr of theirs, whom Saunders meant, the? he 
has concealed his Name; and that Iriſþ Writer 
gives an Account of his Impriſonment fujtable to 
Y Britannomackia, p. 320. * # Propug 

naculum Catholicæ Veritatis, p. 430, 431. * 
4 


Ch. II. thoroughly examined and cnfuted. 4g 
9 the time when it is pretended he was requeſted, 
| but refuſed, to do the Office. But the Vanity of 
their Attempt to help out Sanders in his Story, by 
| finding a Name for his Arch-Biſhop, is ſufficient- 
pp ſhewed by the“ learned and impartial Writer 
ö of the Defence of our Ordinations, who proves that 
Creagb was not made the titular Arch-Biſhop of 
Armagh till the Year 1563, nor impriſoned in 
England till 1564. much too late for Parker and 
our Prelates to make him a Viſit in Priſon, 
Anno 1559. to requeſt his executing the Office of 
Metropolitan and preſiding in their Conſecration. 
This Refuſal of the Arch-Biſhop to conſecrate 
them, and their having not a Metropolitan or 
Number of Biſhops of their own, are the Grounds 
upon which Sanders takes upon him to affirm, 
that our Prelates were in great e Streight to ge 
themſelves conſecrated, that 4 they were dif 
appointed of all lawful Conſecration, and that they 
acted as Biſhops, and enjoyed their Sees without 
any Epiſcopal Conſecration. All theſe bold Aſſerti- 
ons deſerve as much Credit as the falſe Pretences 
upon which they are founded. | 


8. His great Ignorance of our Affairs, or Refa 
Falſhood in his Relation of them, diſcovers it- p what 
| elf more plainly in what he ſays, that this ob- 7 
liged them * to call in the Help of the Seqular Arm, anf 
and to get themſelves confirmed in a ing Par- in a fil. 
liament. This following Parliament the French /owing 
Tranſlation of the Author (publiſhed Ann. 1587.) 12 
makes the firſt Aſembiy of the Efates. But 
would aſk, Was this Parliament, wherein they are 
ſuppoſed to get themſelves confirmed, the firſt 
Aſſembly of the Eftates of the Realm after the 
Year 1559? No: Queen Elzzabeth's next Parlia- 


Le Courayer's Defence of his Diſſertation, Book 2. c. 2. 
Engl. Edit. Vol. 1. P. 157, to 161. 4 P. 297. Edit. 


lngalft. in Marg, * Sap-p-4  *£ Sup-ibid. 
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ment, after that which ended May 8. 1559. be- 
gan Jan. 12. 1562. and fat till the tenth of April 
following; then it was prorogued to Ob. 2. 1563, 
and from 'that time had five ſucceſſive Proroga- 
tions, till at laſt, after Sept. 30. 1566. they fat 
down to do Buſineſs; and then in OFober the Bill 
was brought in, Declaring the Manner of making 
and conſecrating the Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops o 
this Realm to be good, lawful, and perfeft ; which 
paſſed into an Act, Jan. 2. 1564. in the Conclu- 
ſion of that Seſſion and Parliament. All which 
will appear plainly to any one who looks into the 
Journals. So that in the firſt Aſſembly of the 
Eſtates after their Conſecration, the Parliament 
Ann. 1864. there was not, tho' they ſar as Peers 
in that Seſſion, the leaſt Motion made for a Bill 
to be brought in to confirm them by the Lay- 
Power, tho they muſt by that time have acted as 
Biſnops, and enjoyed their Sees, for full three 
Vears, witbout (as this Author ſays) any Epiſcopal 
Confecration. Nor were there any Attempts made 
-afterwards, at any of the times to which the Par- 
liament was ſo often prorogued, to prevail upon 
the Queen and the Iwo Houſes to fit down and 
take their Caſe into conſideration, notwithſtand- 
ing the pretended urgent Neceſſity of ſupplying 
their Want of Ordination, by making them, as 
ſoon as poſſible, Parliamentary Biſhops. But at 
laſt, after ſeven Years had paſſed from the time 
of their Conſecration, a Bill is brought in, and 
paſſed in the eighth Year of the Queen, Jan. 1569. 
to confirm them. If they had at firſt no lawful 
Conſecration, but depended upon their being 
confirmed by the Lay-Power, how came they to 
be in no more haſte when they had been at firſt 
ſo haſty to get the Biſhopricks? How could 
they ever ſleep quietly, being for ſo many years 
under the continual Apprehenſions of loſing their 
Biſhopricks for want of being lawfully conſe- 
Ira | crated, 
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Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
crated, and beſides of incurring the ſevere Penalty 
of a Premunire for _ againſt the Preſcript of 
in their Ordination? If 
they had no lawful Conſecration, as Sanders ſays, 
or no Conſecration at all, as Le Quien makes him 
fay, or that which would have been worſe than 
none, the Ordination at the Nag's- Head; if this 
were their Caſe, and they themſelves, the Cty 
or Lord-Keeper Bacon, or Secretary Cecil, and the 


reſt of their Friends in the Miniſtry, were ſenſible 


of it, and the Queen and they were concerned to 
favour them; can it be imagined, but that very 
ſoon an Aſſembly of the Eſtates would have been 
called on purpoſe to confirm them, or a Bill 
brought in for that Intent in the Parliament 1562, 
or at ſome other times when they met after the 
ſeveral Prorogations, before the Year 1566. If 
the ſupplying their Want of Orders were the Oc- 
caſion of the Bill being brought in, in the Par- 
liament of that Year, they and their Friends muſt 
be either Madmen or Fools in deferring ſo long 
what they wanted to have done for them as foon 
as poſſible : But it is very plain there was another 
Occaſion to have that Bill laid before the Two 
Houſes ; I mean f Bonner Plea againſt Horne (as 


conſecrated ,by King Edward's Ordinal, not ex- 


ey re-eſtabliſhed by Queen Elizabeth after it 
had been abrogated by Queen Mary) which' lay 
before the Courts of Juſtice, Ann. 6 & Elia. 
but was thought proper to be effectually put an 
end to, by the Authority of the Queen and the 
Eſtates, in the Statute in the eighth Year of het 
Reign. So much of Truth, as Bonner's pleading 
that Horne was No Biſhop, and that Plea bei 

received in the Court of King%-Bench in order to 


a Trial, and the Noiſe that this made among the | 


22 Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, p. bo, 61. 1d. Hiſt. gf 
Reform. under Q. Eliz. p. 493. e 
00S Party, 


L [! 


r 
—— >; 


+ v by 2 + = l = 0 \ l 
OS. Nee 2 2 ws . * , —— — n we l * 
"= — a N 4 ve 2 EY __ 4 ny * r Ft wa as at „ „ „ es i heed ho 
* * Las 2 8 Fr " * 2 o — — 
os —_ N R * A —— —_— 2 n * = — * 2 N 1 CIR 2 * .. . apr ggoodb eros wager. oro 
+ be + ws * 3 a * * . * 8 p | 5 4 ” — 9 — : - — — — N 
8 " — CA #1 a 4 — 5 — * Ja Ar — — 
On nt A I ů ů — — | — 
— a : "RE" b * — : 
” 
* 


re = l 

a a * * o " 

8 Lat N e e eee je ca ; 

— — 
5 122 

: EG 4 * \ Es 2 2 
K mo AF. IR — , . _ 
rr „ r 


wx IE ——ͤ·— AO 


* 


1 ra << * 
4 , a 
- 5 — 4 = 7 = 
x ai Sr a I ISL 
EO IO 8 r rr 
n 2 "RR r 
4 
F 5 £ 


declared their Conſecration to be 


. 


The Nac's-HzAapD Fante 
Party, and the Parliament's paſſing the Act that 
good, lawful, 
and perfect, was all the Foundation that Sanders 
had, to build his lying Story upon, that they 
s bad not any lawful Ordination, that it was com- 
monly reported, and that they were proved by the 
very Laws of England, to be no Biſhops, and were 
forced to apply 0 4 following Parliament to be con- 
firmed by the Secular Power: As if this Seſſion of 
Parliament had been the very firſt that happened 
after they were made Biſhops, and their being un- 


lawfully made at firſt (and not the Cavil of — 
Edward's Form by which they were conſecrated 
wanting a legal Eſtabliſhment, and the lying Re- 


rts among the Party, that followed upon that 
lea of Bonner and his Council, being admitted in 
Court) had been the true and only Occaſion of 
bringing in and paſſing the Act in this Parliament 
to confirm them. ; 
But what does he ſay was to be done in this 
Parliament to confirm them? They were to be for- 


given, Si quid minus rite nec ad præſcriptum Lys 


gum in priori inanguratione geſtum eſſet aut omiſſum; 


If any thing in their former Inauguration had been 
done or left andone, not ſo well and exactly accordin 

to the Rules of Law.” Minis rith geſtum aut omiſ- 
ſum, not fo well done or left undone! How mo- 
deſtly does out Author ſpeak of that for which 
they ſtood in need of a Pardon or Act of Grate, 
inſtead of aggravating their high Crime and Miſ- 
demeanour, their daring Preſumption in caking 
Poſſeſſion of the vacant Sees, keeping them 
ſo long without ever having been made lawful 


Bi Does it not look as if he knew very lit- 
tle of what was done or left undone, gor #0 well 


er according to Law, in their Ordination? And does 
not the ſame thing appear by what he ſays in the 


© Sup. p. 4. 8 
onclu- 


Ch. II. thoroughly exathined and comfuted. 
Concluſion, immediately after he gives them the 
Name of 3 and is paſſing on te 
another Story, Quuleſcungur fuerint ant 
cungue fat i fant iſti Pſeudo Epiſcupi, &c. Whats 
ſorver kind of Biſhops theſe Falſe Biſhops were; ur 
in what anner foever they were made, proved 
afterwards to be Lions and Wolves to their Flocks 
If they were oh Aa ee how comes 
he to be uncert mn Ne 5 they were? 
or if they were * ohly Queen's — 
Patents, _ an Act of Þ I Y without any 
lawful Conſecration, could he be at a Loſs to ſay 
in what manner they were made? Dots it not ta- 
ther appear by this Uncertainty and Miſgivingz 
that his Conſcience told him he was in a Lye, and 
ſo what he had declared before as of his owh 
Knowledge, he does afterwards in effect own him= 
ſelf to be ignorant of? Juſt as if a Man ſhould 


charge another with committing Murther, and 


afterwards come off with ſaying, Whether. he 
killed the Man or no, or in what manner ſotyer 
he took away his Life, he has ſhewed himſelf 
ſince to be a Rogue and a Thief, and to deſerve 
to be hanged. 

I ſhould go beyond the Bounds of my Subzeck, 


47 | 
„ 


if I ſhould proceed to examine what Grounds he os 


had for this Calumny, whetewith he is willing 
farther to blacken the Proteſtant Biſhops. It ia 
more proper to deſire the Reader to conſider how 
little Ground Le Qrics has, after he has produced 
theſe Paſſages of Sanders, to fay with Confidenct 
— b every Word in the Author is Terri, that 1 
fall, exact, and home to the purpoſe, to deſtroy i 
the Authority of the Account of Parker's Ordi- 
nation in the Lambeth Regiſter? Are his Words, 
that they had Yo Metropolitan, or three or 1200 Bic 


ſhops, that they had no Lauf 6r -% Epifedpull 


gs T. 1. p. 313. 3 bid. p. 317. 


Conſe- 
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n that there was ſomething minds rite, 
not fo well, done or omitted in their Iuauguration, 
that they were proved 7 Law to be No Biſhops, 
and that they were called Parliament-Biſhops, and 
were Falſe. 28 let them be of whatever Sort, 
and be made after what Manner ſoever: Are theſe 
Expreſſions home and deciſive to prove, that they 
bar not ſo much as one Biſhop to lay Hands up- 
on them, or (ſuppoſing no true Biſhop) that they 
had not —— of Hands from the Perſons 
named in the Regif er, nor from any Perſons at all; 
that they had & 20 Conſecration w Lat ever, no Im- 
Poſition of Hands, no lenny, no Eccleſiaſtical Ce- 
remony, either according to the Roman Pontifical, 
or King Edward's Ordinal, nothing but the Queen's 
Letters Patents, or nothing rg. Mock-Conſe- 
cration at the Tavern? 11 2 then ns Author's 
Words come up to Le Quien's Pu if not, 
the Author is artfully miſrepreſented, both 3 in his 
Tranſlation and Extract, and in his way of * 


ing from the Words of his Author. 
Of what 9. It is much more juſt to obſerve that almoſt 
Credit every Word in Sanders ER his Ignorance or 
_— be ood, either in Matter of Law or Fact, (not- 
wad, withſtanding he had more than twenty Years time 


to inform himſelf of the Subject about which he 
writ) and makes good in this Part of his Work. 
that Character of him which we have from Biſhop 
Burnet, That he was a Stranger to the Publick 
Tranſattions, Printed Statutes, and Authentick Re- 

giſters of that time, and a bold and impudent Aſ- 
; ok 1 the groſſeſt and moſt malicious Lies. This 
Cenſure of him 1s fully juſtified, throughout the 
greateſt part of his 'three Books of the Engliſh 
Schiſm, in the Appendixes to both Volumes of the 
Hiſtory of the Reformation, where he is convicted, 


Sup. p. 2. Hiſt. Reform. p. 1. Collect. p. 302. 4 
8 almo 


Ch. II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

almoſt in every Page of his Work, either of groſs 
Ignorance, or ſcandalous Falſhood and Calumny. 
And yet, as if Le Quien were a Stranger to all 
that is ſaid by Burnet, Camden, and others, of 
Sanders's Character; or as if he were able to juſtify 
him againſt all exception, he thinks it to be for 
his own Credit to make this Hiſtorian a Grand 
Evidence to diſprove the Truth of the Account of 
Parker*s Ordination, and to infiſt upon his Au- 
thority as of weight enough to oblige us to believe, 
rather that the Regiſter is forged, than that what 
this Author ſays in this Part of his Hiſtory can 
be called in 8 Sute the Father has a mean 
Opinion of the Judgment both of his Proteſtant 


and Popiſh Readers] Yer he is fo little aſnamed 


of producing the Teſtimony of ſuch an Author, 
as to n reproach the learned F. Le Courayer, for 
overlooking thoſe Paſſages of Sanders that Le 
Quien gives us an Extract of, and puts the Que- 
ſtion whether that Omiſſion ought to be imputed 
to Forgetfulneſũ or Deſign + So little Charity has he 
for that Writer, and ſo very much for the Other, 
whom he could not ſuſpe& either of Deſign or 
Forgetfulneſs, in the falſe Report that he makes. 
of the Statute 25 Hen. VIII. relating to the ma- 
king of our Biſhops, tho? he had that Statute before. 
his Eyes, and tranſcribes u {d much of it, as I ob- 
ſerved before, that he could not but ſee the Miſ- 


take, if he had been at leiſure to make that Re- 


flection. | | h 

In this likewiſe, Le Quien is followed by the 
Author of the Remarks, who imputes the Cha- 
racer our Writers give of Sanders to the o uſual 
Spleen of Proteſtants againſt that learned Hiſtorian, 
and P pities them for the extreme Spleen they ſhew 
Egainſt bim; but thinks fit to reflect ſeverely upon 


E. F. Le 


2 T. 1. p. 316. 2 T. 1. p. 490. P. 87. 7 FP. 93. 
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F. Le Courayer for 4 joining in the Cry of Proteſtants 
in blackening that Great Man, As Great as the 
Remarker = him, his Character is ſhewn to 
be very black in the Appendix's to the Hiſtory of 


the Reformation; and neither the Hiſtorian, nor any 


body for him, does deſire that the Cenſure he 
pu upon Sanders ſhould be believed upon his 
Word (or his Hiſtorical Faith which the, Remarker 
ſays * ought not to be heeded) but upon the full and 
undeniable Proof of the Ignorance and Falſhood 
of that Writer almoſt throughout his whole Work, 
And after this has been ſo undeniably proved, and 
almoſt half a Century has paſſed. bo 9 Time 
when ſo good Proof was made of it; with; whay 


Face can the Author of the Remarks, as if he were 


able to vindicate Sanders from Burnet's: Charge of 
Errors and Falfhoods, think it enough to com- 
plain of the common Cry and uſual Spleen of Pro- 
teſtants againſt that Great Man and Learned Hiſto- 


rian, and to pity them for the extreme Spleen they 


Here againſt bim; without having ſo much Com- 
paſſion for them as to ſhew them their groundlefs 
and uncharitable Miſtakes, by wiping off that 
Scandal and Reproach, which they, with ſo great 
Injuſtice, in his Opinion, pretend to caſt upon 
that Writer? The Hiſtory of the Eugliſb Schif 
is not ſo large as to require much Time and Pains 
to go through it, and to compare it with Burnet's 
Animadverſions, and the Anſwers of Monſ. Le 
Grand in his Defence of Sanders; or let the Re- 
marker, if he has not ſa much leiſure, read but 
fix Pages in the firſt Book, from the 14th: to the 
19th Page of the Edition at Ingolſtadt, A. 1588. 
(which is that he uſes) and if he be not of himſelf 
Hick of his Author before he has done, then let 
him compare what he has read with Burne?'s 
 Fliſlory of the Reformation, and his * Appendix at 


1 P. 197. P. 41. Pag 1. p. 41. top. 44 *P.278, 279: 
the 


Ch. H. 4horaghly examined and confuted. 
che end of the Colle#ion of Records, on the one Side, 
and with M. Le Grand's Defence of Sanders, on 
the other. Sanders there in a ſhort Compals diſ- 
covers his admirable Talent of writing Hiſtory, 
in his Account of by ns Anne Boleyn (to blacken 
whoſe. Character he ſticks at no Lies or Calumnies 

which he can invent himſelf, or rake up from 
others.) u Of her being begotten by King Henry 
VIII. in an Act of Adultery with the Lady of 
Sir_Tho. Boleyn, the King having ſent Sir Thomas 
Embaſſador into France to be out of the way: 
(which 'Circumſtance v alone well conſidered 
proves the Hiſtorian to be in a Lye) Of her be- 
guilty of Lewdneſs with her reputed Father's 

x Chaplain, and Butler, at the Age of fifteen: 
Which Chaplain Bruodine y has the Confidence 
to tell us was Cranmer; and let any Man give 
Credit to that -{riſþ Evidence, who can believe 
that Cranmer was the Perſon, and Sanders could 
be ſo willing to ſpare his Memory as not to 
let the World know his Name. Of her giving 
herſelf up afterwards, at the French Court, * to 
be a common Proſtitute, and going by the 
Name of the Engliſ Hackney: Notwithſtand- 
ing which, and the Deformity of her Perſon , 
(which the Author deſcribes, to make his Story 
conſiſtent with itſelf ) the King of France b thought 
fit to take her to be his Miſtreſs, whereby ſhe 
got another Name of the King's Mule; and at her 
Return from France, ſhe ſo far captivated King 
Henry with her Charms, that © refuſing to be 
made his Concubine, as both her Mother and 
Siſter had been, ſhe had the Addreſs to jilt him 


P. 14, Edit. Ingoldſt. Col. 1585. fol. 15. * Burnet 
Part 1. p. 43. Append. p. 278. z P. 16. Col. f. 16 7. 
7 Propugnaculum Catholicæ Veritatis Edit. Prag. 1669. L. 3. 
C. 1. p. 245. c. 2. p. 249. P. 16. Col. E 16, 17, 
* Ingolſt. ibid. Col. f. x6. d Ibid. Col. f. 17. P. 17. 
. Col. f. 17. 5 7 — 8 
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into the making her his Wife: And this, when 
Sir Thomas Boleyn à was fain to come over on pur- 
poſe to let the King know ſhe was not his but 
the King's own Daughter; and ſome of the Privy 
Council acquainted King Henry in Sir Thomas 
Whyat's Name, that ſhe was at that very Time Sir 
Thomas's © Whore ; and that if the King pleaſed 
he would give him an Opportunity of ſeeing it 
with his own Eyes. This Relation, adorned with 
other incidental Stories of like Nature, f of the 
merry Converſation between King Henry and Sit 
Francis Bryan upon this fad Subject of Adultery 
and Inceſt z and 8 of Sir Thomas Boleyn's ſuing his 
Lady for the Adultery in order to a Divorce, 
but letting the Suit fall and forgiving his Wife; 
by the King's exprefs Command: All this, I 
ſay, we have in Sanders, near the Beginning of 
his firſt Book. For which I refer in the Margin 
to the firſt Edition at Colen, as well as to that 
at Ingolſtadt, that neither the Remarker nor an 
body elſe may ſay that any one Particular, of 
this complicated Falſhood and Slander, was not 
in.the Author's own Work, but is an Interpola- 
tion added afterwards in the later Editions. This 
is M. Le Grand's h Pretence upon which he is wil- 
ling to ſtrike out 'of the Number almoſt fifty of 
the Paſſages cenſured in the Appendix to the 
Hiſtory of the Reformation, and ſpeaks as if Burnet 
there affected to appear unacquainted with the 
firſt Edition, and made choice of a very late one 
' (Coen, A. 1628.) on purpoſe to make the Author 
refponſible for ſo many more Errors and Falſnoods: 
Tho' Le Grand could not but know, I believe, 
that they are every one to be found in the Edition 
printed at Rome the very next Tear after the firſt 


, ©"Idid-Col.-£. s. P. 18, 19. Cal. f. 10 o. P. 16 
Col. f. 16. P. 14. Col. f. 15. ® Defence de Sanderus, 
T. 2. del Hiſt. du Divorce de Hen. 8. p. 6, 
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came out at Colen; and he ſhould have been able 
to ſhew how it came to paſs that, ſo ſoon after the 
Book was publiſhed from the Copy that came 
thro* Riſpton's Hands, they ſhould at Rome, with, 
out any Warrant from ſome other Copies (which 
Riſhton | himſelf owns there were both in Haly and 
Spain) put out an Edition fo. very different from 

t at Colen the Year before, that Le Grand ſays 
it k may be called a.new Work. However, in this 
Piece of Hiſtory, he has na Room for that Pre- 
tence in Defence of the Author, but is obliged 
almoſt wholly to give him up, tho? with ſo great 
Tenderneſs, as only to ſay, that he uſes A. Boleyn 
too hardly, and is carry'd too far (he does not ſay 
in his Malice) 4 7 er: 1 I maliraite trop Anne 
de Boulen, and m ii ef trop emporj? contre Anne 
de Boulen, are his Words. 7% 


10. Sanders's credulous Readers muſt be pre- Sanders 
pared, if this Scandal upon that Queen could paſs #%979** 
with them, to believe all the Lies and Calumnies 1G Bae 
that follow, and even the Fable of the Nag's- 47 he 
head Ordination, if he had taken upon him to Nag: - 
make himſelf the Author of that Story, when he Head Cen- 
came to have an Opportunity in his Third Book, /###%* 
But his not giving us a Relation of that Ordina- 8 
tion there, when, if he knew it, it muſt be ſup- 

ſed to lie befqre him in the Courſe of his Hi- 
ory, is a Demonſtration to any canfidering and 
1mpartial Perſon, that it can be nothing but a 
Forgery of them that came after him. it had 

been real Matter of Fact, and publickly known, 

as is pretended, ſo early as in his Time, he of all 

Men could not be unacquainted with it, but muſt 

have been fully informed of all Particulars, being 
ſeveral Years 3 the beginning of Queen Eli- 


i Prefice to Sanders's Hiſtory, all the Editions, 3 P. 6, 
I. u. — P. 4 ; "0 
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zabetb*s Reign of a competent Age and in a proper 
State of Life to obſerve the Publick Franſactions 

in Church Affairs, and having, in order to write 

his Hiſtory, been at work to enquire into all the 
Proceedings of the Reformation for ſo many Years, 

as long as half the Time between Arch-Biſhop 
Parker's Conſecration and the firſt ' Appearance 

of the Nag's-Head Fable. The more wregular, 
weak; 7 wicked thoſe Proceedings might ap- 

— to be, the more it ſuited his Principles and 
Inclination, and the very End and Deſign of his 
Hiſtory, to lay them open in the moſt full and 
particular Manner. Let any Man therefore ſup- 
poſe a Writer of Sanders Temper and Principles, 
and one ſo perfectly inſtructed as he muſt have 
been. in the whole Matter, and tell me whether it 
was poſſible for him, when he came to ſpeak of 
the Ordination, to give ſo very lame and imper- 
fect an Account of it, without a Word of the 
main and principal Paſſages which make the Body 
ol the Story, but only ſomething that looks like 
the Beginning and End, with a Gap between 
them vide enough for the Narratives of Sacroboſco, 
and all the Writers in the beginning of the fol- 
lowing Century (if their different Stories could be 
made to ſtand together) to be brought in. If the 
Reader looks . — the Tranſlation of n Sanders, 

he ſees that what he ſays there is, That upon the 
Refuſal of the Catholick Biſhops, and their having 
no Number of their own, or 5 the Proteſtants 
abroad, they applied themfelves to an Jriſb Arch- 
Biſhop to be conſecrated by him, but were diſap- 
inted. And then concludes, hat tbey had mo 
led Ordination, and were forced to get an Act 

of Parliament ſix. or ſeven Years after to confirm 
them. Is it not plain that either he knew nothing 
of the Tavern-Story when he ſ peaks thus, or that 
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Ch. II. thoroughly exdmmed and confuted. 
he was blind and infatuated, not to ſee, that after 


he had ſpoken” of the Iriſb Arch-Biſhop's diſap- 
pointing them, his Subject required him to go on 


and ſay, Upon his Refuſal they addreſſed them- 
«« ſelves to the Welſh Biſhop of Landaffe, and he 
« at firſt appeared to be coming into their Mea- 
c ſures, and gave them a Meeting at a Tavern; 
4 but when they were met, a Meſſage from 


« Bonner obliged the timorous Biſhop to deſiſt 


and to beg their Excuſe, and they were forced 
c to deſire Scory to perform the Ceremony; 
« which he did in a ridiculous Manner that pleaſed 
de his Fancy, and fo they all roſe up Biſhops, 
«© and ſome of them when they were got up or- 
<« dained him who had been their Conſecrator.“ 
And then his Concluſion to follow, * So they be- 
<« ing diſappointed of any lawful Ordination, c. 
e were forced to get themſelves confirmed by a 
« following Parliament.” I give no more than a 
ſhort Abridgment of the Story, from what is ſet 
down at length in Sacroboſco and Cbampney, which 
no queſtion Sariders would have been as able and 
willing as either of them to have given a full Re- 


lation of, with proper Enlargements upon every 


particular Circumſtance, and due Reflections up- 
on the ſcandalous Profaneneſs of the Action, if it 
had ever come to his Knowledge. But his paſſing 
a Fact over in Silence, which beſides its falling 
within the Compaſs. of his own Obſervation at 


the very Time, he could not have failed after- 


wards,” while he was gathering Materials for his 
Hiſtory, to be fully informed of, if he deſired it, 
by Neale himſelf, by Bonner, and others of the 
Deprived Biſhops, and by the cotemporary Wri- 
ters Harding, tapleton, &c. thoſe knowing Per- 
fons (as we Have It in the Writer of the o Null 
of the Prelatick Clergy) who made it their Buſini 
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to 7577 after the Ordination at the very ſame Tims 
and Place wherein it is pretended to have been acted; 
(and ſure it was more this Hiſtorian's Buſineſs 
than theirs) his paſſing ſuch a Fact over in Silence, 
is a deciſive and unanſwerable Argument, that he 
was utterly, ignorant of it, and that no ſuch Mat- 
ter ever happened within his Knowledge, or the 
Memory of any other Perſons from whom he 
might have Information, to give it a Place in his 
Hiſtory, No longer after Arch-Biſhop Parkes 
-onſecration than the Year 1567, he had the 
onfidence to inſult that Prelate as no Biſhop, by 
dedicating his Book of the p Rock of the Church ta 
Dr. Parker, bearing the Name of Arch-Biſhop of Can- 
terbury ; and could he have forborn at that Time 
to have told him and the World (if he had known 
it) how he came 7o bear that Name, and in what 
Place and Manner the Title was conferr'd upon 
him? Which Diſcovery, if made good, would 
have been enough not only to have covered 
Parker and his Brethren with Shame and Confu- 
fion, but to have cruſhed the Cockatrice of the 
Engliſh Miniſtry in the Egg. Burt not to tell the 
Story then, nor afterwards when the Hiſtory of 
the Schiſm led him ta give an Account of the 
Ordination of Queen Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops, in 
order to expoſe the Irregularity of it (which he 
ſhews himſelt to be ſa ready to do as far as he is 
able) ſufficiently proves him to be a perfect 
Stranger to that pretended Tranſaction. It muſt 
not be denied that, from the Evidence we. have 
of his inveterate Malice againſt the Reformed 
Church of England, and his Readineſs to publiſh 
all the impudent Lies and Calumnies which his 
own Invention or the Aſſiſtance of the Father 8 
Lies could ſuggeſt to him, it is reaſonable to thin 
that he would not have been wanting to frame an 


* Maſon L. 3. c. 8. p. 337. | 
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Ch. II. ehoroughly examined and confuted. 


Hiſtory of ſuch a Conſecration from his own. 
Brain, as well as that Part of it which the follow- 
ing Writers have from him of the Iriſo Arch- 
Biſhop, and would have exerciſed his Talent: az 
well upon that Subject, as he does upon Queer 


Anne Boleyn's Birth and Character: But he muſt 


have fo much Wit as to fee, that it was get Pro- 

r to attempt it at that Time, when ſo many 
2 were alive who were able to convict him 
of a notorious Lie and diabolical Slander : And 


this too his Editor Riſeton muſt be ſenſible of, © 
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who publiſhed his Poſthumous Work four Years 


after the Author's Death, and owns he made ſome - 


Addition to it, in the Third Book. eſpecially, 


whereof this Story would no queſtion have been 


one, if he had had any Ground or Colour for 


ſuch an impudent Fiction, and had not ſeen that 
it would expoſe both him and Sanders for a baſe 


and ſcandalous Forgery, | 3 
Tho' it is ſo plain from Sanders himſelf, that 


he never had heard or dream'd of the Nag's-Heag 
Ordination, yet the following Writers, from 


whom, ſq long after his Deceaſe, we have the 
Diſcovery, are very willing to father it upon him, 
to make jt carry an Appearance of an eaxlier 
Date, and a greater Authority. Fitz-Simon a draws 
up a Catalogue of the Authors that deliver the 
Story, he is going to tell, before himſelf, and 
puts Sanders at the Head of the firſt Claſs, thoſe 
who, he ſays, have it in terminis, in expreſs 
Words, ſuch as Parſons, Sacroboſco, Kelliſon, and 


others: But he has no other Ground fo pretend 
that Sanders relates the Story, but that he himſelf 
makes the Fiction about the Ji Arch-Biſhop, in 
that Author, a Parr of it. Kelliſon likewilgyre: 


lates from him, as Part of the Story, that they 
were r fain to make ſuit to a Biſhop of Ireland, a 


7 Rritannqmachia p. 16. 7 Replyto Snicliffe, f. 41. 
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upon his refuſing, they made one another Biſhops ; 

be r 2 Biſhops'no bach de 
before or after him, could find in that Author 

but himſelf. Sacroboſco, and the Prefacer to Par- 

ons, refer in their Margin to Sanders, and are wil- 
ling to make uſe of his Authority, tho' they 
have not a Word of the Jriſb Arch-Biſhop, but 

only of Landaff. 55 — 9 


LeQuien's 11. F. Le Quien finds himſelf to be obliged 
and the to acknowledge, 4 1: is true that Sanders does not 
Remark- expreſiy tell the Sto FA the Tavern: And after him 
rai H ag the Remarker nk es, that * he does not expreſly 
ſons why mention it in bis Hiſtory. But both of them are 
he might very willing it ſhould be believed that he was fully 
50 inform- informed of the whole Matter, but kept the worſt 
- of = art of it to himſelf upon prudential Reaſons. 
get mot Le Wien fays it was not neceſſary-for him to 
Jpeak a relate it, and proceeds to give Reaſons why there 
Mord of was no Neceſſity. The Remarker * ſays, We ſhall 
4 ſer Sanders might well omit the Particulars of it up- 
on 2 Reaſons: And thoſe Reaſons he gives us 
afterwards. The firſt Omiſſion they account 
for is, his ſaying nothing of the Place, the Nag s- 
Head Tavern. Le Quien ſays, » There being a 
Chapel in the Tavern, the Place did not appear ſo 
Didecent as io oblige him to relate that Circumſtance, 
This appears to be a piece of great News; but 
we owe wholly to Kelliſon's Wit, and Le Quien's 

udgment, the Diſcovery which the latter makes, 

om nothing but a Jeſt in the Inclex of the for- 
mer to his Anſwer to Sutclyſfſe, That there was 
a Chapel ſet apart and conſecrated in that Tavern; 
and no queſtion Sanders muſt know. as well that 
theße was 4 Chapel, as he knew that there was 4 


FEE. 
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Excuſe can they make for the Hiſtorian, that he 
ſhould not expoſe the Perſons concerned as Men 
void of all Senſe of Religion, that could meet to 
perform a Sacred Office, in a Sacred Place, and 
yet were ſo far from conſidering where they were, 
or what they were about, as not to have either 
Prayers, or Sermon, or the Holy Communion; 
or any calling upon God and his Holy Spirit, in 
the Ceremony; of all which the very place muſt 
have put them in mind, if they had not been 
hardned in Irreligion and Profaneneſs? So that 
this Circumſtance, tho it makes the Place not fo 
indecent, yet it makes the Ceremony ſo much the 
more indecent and ſcandalous, The Remarker 
had better Opportunity to enquire, whether there 
was a Chapel formerly at the Nag's-Head, and it 
C — ſince the great Fire of London; 
and finding, we may preſume, that there was ne- 
ver any ſuch Chapel, was obliged not to follow 
his Leader Le Quien, but to think of ſome other 
plauſible Reaſon for that Omiſſion in the Author, 
y That. having before ſufficiently proved the Invalidity 
of the Ordination, it ' was unneceſſary to name the 
Place, the Place preciſely adding no new Proof to 
the Invalidity. What Sanders ſays of the Invali- 
dity is, that they were deſtitute of all lawful Ordi- 
nation; and what could better prove their Ordi- 
nation to be invalid in point of Law, than for 
the Law to preſcribe that the Biſhops ſhould be 
conſecrated in facie Eccleſiæ, in a Church or Cha- 
el, and for this Confecration to be performed, 
inſtead of the Place appointed by Law, not ſo 
much as in a private Houſe, but in a Tavern? 
Beſides, how can they excuſe him for making no 
Reflections upon the ridiculous Idea (as the Remarker 
expreſſes it) * which naturally riſes at the very hear- 
ing of Biſhops meeting at a Tavern to be conſecrated ; 
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or rather, the Horror that any religious Perſon. 
muſt be ſtruck with, at the Profaneneſs of a Con- 
ſecration over a Bottle, and an Attempt to make 
the intended Conſecrator Landaff drunk, in or- 
der to bring him to a Compliance, which the 
Misbich and Framlingbam Confeſſors, and after 
them the Writer of che Nullity of the Prelatick 
Clergy give for a Reaſon of their meeting in ſuch 
g Place? How, I ſay, can they excuſe his not ex- 


poſing the Ridiculouſneſs and horrible Profane- 


neſs of ſuch an Ordination, upon ſo weak a Pre- 


tence, as that he had ſaid _ to prove the Inva+ 


lidity of the Ordination, and the Place preciſely ad: 
ded no new Proof to the Invalidity? bs 
- The next Omiſſion in Sanders, which they give 


4 Reaſon for, is his not naming the Witneſſes of 
the Fact, which they ſay he does not, becauſe it 


might have brought them into Trouble. But 
who are the Witneſſes that might have ſuffered 
by this Author's relating the whole Story ? The 
Author of the Remarks tells us, © To name Neale 
or Bonner, or other particular Witneſſes of the Ta- 
vern Buſineſs, would have laid them open io a Pra: 
munire. Bonuer died Ann. 1569, probably be- 
fore Sanders began to write his Hiſtory of the 
Scbiſm, ſo that he might have ſaid there what he 


pleaſed of that Prelate, and vouched his Autho- 


rity for any thing he had a mind to ſay, without 
fear of bringing him into the Danger of a Pre- 
munire. Neale out-lived Sanders, but was be- 
tween fourſcore and ninety Years of Age when 
Sanders's Hiſtory was publithed, Ann. 1585. if 
Wood's Account be true of the time of Neale's 
Death; and the reſt of Yood's Account of him 
proves him to be fit rather ta be brought for a 
Witneſs to diſprove the Truth of the Tavern 


Letters between Wadſworth and Bedell, p 142. 
> Prefacer, n. 10. Book p. 13, 14, 878. P. 194. 
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Ordination, than to ſuffer for any Part he is pre- 
tended to Mbe had in ir; Bur let fis be 8 lk 
will, is it not ridiculous for Le Quien or che Re- 


marker to give this Reaſon why Sandets does not 
relate the Stoty, becauſe his naming the particu- 
lar Witneſſes might have been of dangerous Con- 
ſequetice to thoſe Perſons, when any one may ſee, 


by looking upon Sarrobgfeo arid Champhey, that he 


might have told the ſame Story in full, as it is in 
them, only without narhing the Meſſenger that 
Bonner ſent to Landaff,. or ſaying any thing more 
of the Witneſſes than Conſtable does, That the Ac. 
count was atteſted by ſeveral Catholicks of very good 
Reputation, who were Eye-witneſſes of what was 
done? 1 F n 


There is a third Reafon given by the Remarker 
for the Author's not relating the Story, becauſe 


4 his loading the Objection of our Biſhops wanting Or» 
ders with the odious Circumſtances that attended it, 
might have drawn greate Severities upon Catholicks 
in general. If Sanders uied to ſhew fo much Pru- 
dence and Caution, as to leave out; in his Rela- 
tion of Perſons and Facts, the odious Circum- 
ſtances, the publiſhing whereof might have giver, 
Offence, and provoked the Government to treat 


more 
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the Catholicks with greater Severity; then there 


might be ſome Colour for this Pretence. But 
nothing appears more plainly than his never being 
under any ſuch Reſtraint, and I need give no more 
Inſtances than that which is mentioned above, 
his Story of Queen © Anne Boleyn's Birth, Deformi- 


ty, and ſcandalous Lewdneſs, and King Henry's 


Marriage to her, doubly inceſtuous, as ſhe was 
his own Baſtard Daughter, and Siſter to onewhom 
that King had debauched. Can there be any 
thing more odioully repreſented ? Or could any 
ching more have — the Excellent Queen, 
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whom he intended to blacken and load with Dif- 
ace, as being born of ſuch Parents? provoked 
— I fay, to great Severity againſt thoſe of that 
Religion, if ſhe had not been of that Clemency ag 
to let none of them ſuffer Death for their Reli- 
gion, but for their making Rebellion and Treaſon 
inſt their Prince a part of their Duty to God 
and the Church. It is one of the Falſhoods of 
the Author, or of his Continuator Riſbton, that 
any Catholicks were uſed by her with ſuch Seve- 
ity barely on account of their Religion; and 
Kiſbton © himſelf. is one out of more than ſeventy, 
who when their Lives were at Mercy for the ſame 
Treaſon that Campian was executed for, were 
ſent into Exile inſtead of ſuffering the Puniſh- 
ment of Traitors and Conſpirators apainſt the 
Government; tho* Riſhton's grateful Return for 
that Mercy was no other but to make it his firſt 
Buſineſs, after his being tranſported into France, 
to compleat and publiſh this Libel of Sarders's, 
with his own Additions. Let me therefore aſk, 
Could the Author be ſo free and open in that 
odious Account of King Henry and Queen Anne 
Boleyn, without any fear of provoking their Royal 
Daughter to take ſome Revenge upon the Catho- 
licks, and yet be ſo cautious and reſerved as not 
to dare to ſpeak out, when he had the whole Ac- 
count of the profane Ordination of our firſt Bi- 
ſhops lying before him, for fear of diſpleaſing 
them and the Queen, and bringing thoſe of his 
own Religion under Perſecution? How could his 
Conduct in theſe two Caſes be ſo different and 
contradictory to itſelf? Let us go a little far- 
ther, and conſider what elſe Sanders was doing 
at the time when the laſt Part of the Hiſtory of 
the Engliſb Schiſm lay upon his Hands, and he was 


f Diarium rerum geſtarum in Turri Londinenſ, Jun. 21. 
A. 1585. ad finem Hiſtoriæ de Schiſm. Anglican, 
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85 and publiſhing ir in his afe-tune, by hig 
other a giving him Leiſure to attend 
that Work. What Buſineſs was it that then took 
up ſo much of his Time? He was, by Commiſ- 
lion from che Pope, oy in acting the Part 
of an | Incendiary and Arc Rebel, in exciting 
Queen Hlizabeths Subjects in the Kingdom of Jre- 
land to fiſe up againſt her, and take the Crown 
from off her Head. In his Perſuaſive to the Ca: 
tholick Lords, and Gentlemen of Ireland (writ, for 
that Purpoſe the Year before his Death) he gives 
ende of a ©, 8 Wicked Wyman, nei 


<< ther begotten in true Wedlock, nor eſterming 


ee her Chriſtendom, (chat is, not regarding her 


« of. all Catholick Princes of divers Lords 
« and, Knights and Gentlemen of England. 
«« ſhameful. Reproach to the Royal Crown, that 
« whoſo is a Friend to the Crown ſhould ſo 
“ much the more haſten to diſpoſſeſs her of the 
« fame.” To this Act of the higheſt Treaſon, 


with all the Rhetorick he is Maſter of, he con- 


jures, ſhames, and threatens the rj/þ Nobility 
and Gentry, and drew in ſome of them to facri- 
fice their Lives and Fortunes in that Attempt, 
which at laſt brought him to his own miſerable 
End. Is it poſſible for the ſame Man to be the 
Author of this Perſuaſive, and of the Account 
of the Ordination of our Biſhops ? That in the 
one he ſhould ſo openly and audaciouſly affront 
the Majeſty of his Sovereign, and enlarge upon 
the odious Character under which he repreſents 
her; and in the other, take ſuch Care to diſ- 
ſemble his Knowledge of the Fact, for fear of 
giving her any Provocation ? That in the one, 


„ 5, Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, Append. p. 119. 
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the Nola be ſo earneſt to have all thofe 3 his 5 
Religion join with him, at the utmoſt Peril of 


ending their Lives by the Sword or a Halter; 
and in the _ be _ Fg of them 
that they may ſleep in a whole Skin? I may ap- 

| ito * Nena her himſelf, whether it is fea 
fonable to conceive, that Sanders was fully in- 
formed of the Conſecration at the Tavern, and 
all the odious Circumſtances of it, and yet out of 
ſo much Caution and Prudence not to give Fat. 


er Offence than was neceſſary, conceale 


odious Fact from the Eyes 1 che World, when 
— _ ＋ be true to his _— or juſt to 
is Hiſtory of the Engliſh Schi/m, without 

a full 9 of . * a l i. 
And I hope the Reader is ſatisfied, upon what 
weak and frivolous Pretences the Remarker and 
Le Quien would make us believe, that this Au- 
thor might be fully apprized of the Story, and 
— ight well omit the Relation of the Particu- 

upon good Reaſons. F 
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HAP. II, | 

Neflections upon Conſtable's Account. Reflecti- 

ons upon Sacroboſco's Relation. The Courſe 

of the Hiſtory from its firſt Publication in 

acroboſco, down to the Time of Champ- 

ney's Narrative. The Relation of the tao 
next Writers after Sacroboſco contradictory 
fo his Relation. The Diſagreement of the 
Writers in the Names and Number of the 
Perſons conſecrated. Their Diſagreement 
about the intended Conſecrators. Their Diſs 
agreement about the attual Conſecrators, and 
the Ceremony of Conſecration. Summary of 
their Differences and Contradittions, No 
Certainty what was Neal's Atcount of the 
Story. An Expedient how to come to a Cer- 
tainty. Fitz-Simon's Narrative determined 
to be the authentick Hiſtory by the Decree of 
Pope Clement XI. _ 


1. J Paſs on from Sanders to the proper Authors eln 
of the Nag s- Head Story, Conſtable, Sacro- upon Con- 

boſco, Parſonss Prefacer, Fitz- Simon, Wadſworth, ſtable Ac: 

Kelliſon, and Champney. The firſt, as Champney cu. 

(and Le Quien from him) gives us his Character, 

was a Perſon of Quality of great Parts, Fudgment, 

and Penetration, and one that would not be moved 

by light Conjectures. This is to give ſome Credit 

ro his Account; but the Account itſelf brings very 

little Credit to the Story, which it ſhews to be 

but newly invented, and not yet formed and 

licked into Shape, when it firſt peeped into the 
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World in his Manuſcript. If the Conſecration at 
the Tavern had been true and real Matter of Fact, 
it muſt have been compleat in all its Circum- 
ſtances at the time of the Action, and publick 
and notorious a little time after. Is it then poſſi- 
ble that (beſides Sanders's having no Account of 
it twenty years after) forty Years almoſt from the 
time, A Perſon of Quality, Parts, and Judgment, 
ſhould take upon him to write an © Anſtver to 
farisfy ſome Perſons who had enquired about the 
Vocalion and Conſecration of our Biſhops, and yet 
have no more to ſay of the Fact than Conftable 
had? Le Quien cannot help owning that he is nor 
(4 auſſi circonſtantis) ſo full and particular in the 
_ Circumſtances as Champriey and Sacroboſeo 3 but 
pray why was he not, if there were a ſettled, full, 
and 4 letlar Tradition of che Story, almoſt for- 

7 Years before he took upon him to relate it, 
for the Satisfaction of thoſe who deſired to have 
from him an Account of the Tranſaction? And 
is it not ridiculous for this Gentleman, who knew 
ſo little himſelf of the Circumſtances of the Ac- 
tion, to tell thoſe to whom he writes, © That 
Stow was a Witneſs of it, who diligently and tho- 
roughly ſearched into all the Circumſtances of the Fact, 
ibo be durſt not relate them in bis Chronicle. Might 
he not have been as diligent and inquiſitive, and 
ſo have been informed of Particulars even from 
the Mouth of Stoto himſelf? of whom tho* he 
ſays he durſt not put the Story in print, he does 
not mean that he kept it wholly to himſelf, but 
communicated it to confiding Perſons, the Catho- 
licks, to whom he uſed often to tell it, as Keltiſon © 
fays; tho”, if it had been conſtantly heard, tredited, 
and related by the wiſe and ſober Men of that Par- 

ty, from the Tear 1559, Stow muſt rather at firſt 


© Sup. p. 8. 4 T. 1. p. 196 © Sup. ibid. 
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have had it from them; and by his ſearching dili- 
athy and — into the Circumſtances, 
— it, as ey would pretend, to be true. *Tis 
unhappy that Conſtable was not inſtructed, either 
from 4 or ſome Catholicks that had it from 
him, in one Circumſtance of the greateſt Import- 
ance, about which he leaves the Perſons he writ 
to in Suſpence, viz. Who were the Conſecrators 
of Parker, whether Scory alone, or Barlow with 
him, whereof he 8. owns himſelf to be ignorant 3 
and is only poſitive that there were bur theſe two 
gt the moſt. He ſpeaks of the Place deſigned for 
the Conſecration of Parker and the reſt, without 
naming it, tho* the Nag's-Head Tavern in Cbeap- 
fide would have taken up leſs Room in his Letter 
than thoſe Words; and the very Name of fuch 
a Place would have ſatisfied them to whom he 
writ, what kind of Mock-Conſecration our Bi- 
ſhops muſt een have had there. But that 
which would moſt affect the Credit of the 
Story, if it ſtood upon the Foundation of his 
Account, is, that he ſays it is atteſted by h Catbo- 
licks ( ſeveral Catholicks he muſt mean) of very 
good Reputation, who were Eye-witneſſes of whdp 
was done, Were there then ſeveral Catholicks 
Eye-witneſſes ? The only Ground they have for 
making our Biſhops attempt to get themſelves 
ordained in that Place, and in that Manner, is the 
Neceſſity they ſuppoſe them to be under to have 
the Ordination clancular and private. And could 
they haye that Deſign, to ſteal a private and 
clandeſtine Ordination, and yet leave the Door 
open for ſeyeral Catholicks to be Eye-witneſſes ? 
This is deſigning it to be private and concealed, 
and yet deſigning it to be publick and notorious 
to all Comers. In this Particular, tis plain all 
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and think it enough if they can make it paſs with 
their Readers, that one ſuch Eye-witneſs as Neal 
might find a way to get Admitrance into the 
Place, to be a Spy upon the Perſons concerned, 
to ſtay and be preſent at the Conſecration, to ſee 


and hear all that was ſaid or done, and to make 


a full Diſcovery of all to his own Party. Le 
Quien i cannot but take notice, that Conſtable does 
not vbuch Neal for his Warrant, but ſays he re- 
ports it as a Fact whereof there was more than one 
'Eye-witneſs; and if the Biſhops can be ſuppoſed 
to receive their Order in ſuch a manner, and yet 
to have ſo little Conduct as to admit of more 
Eye-witneſfſes than one (more than two or three, 
as Conſtable's Words may be fairly interpreted), 
and not to look about them and ſee that there 
were none preſent, but ſuch BaaPs Prieſts as them- 
ſelves, none of the Catholick Worſhippers there 
they muſt be concluded to have had as little of 
common Senſe, as the Fable ſuppoſes them to 
Have had of Religion. But if ſuch a Suppoſition 
is too groſs to be admitted, then Conſtable's and 
Le Quien's Judgment and Penetration may be cal- 
led in queſtion, for telling the Story with ſuch a 
Circumſtance as makes it impoſſible for a Man 
of Senſe or Reaſon to believe it to be true. The 
Reader, if he looks upon Le Quien, will obſerve 


farther, that the Father takes care to aſſure us, 


That & Conſtable's Relation agrees perfectly with 


Cbhampney and Sacroboſco; and yet, ſetting aſide 


other Differences, thoſe two Authors fpeak not a 


Word of any other Eye-witneſs but Neal ; and 


without any F or and make Scory, without Bar- 


low, the only Conſecrator. So perfectly does 


Champney, Sacroboſco, and Conſtable. agree; or ra- 


ther, ſo little does Le Quien's confident Aſſertion, 
to poſſeſs his Readers wich the Belief of there be- 


*P. 195; v. 4945 195+ | 
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ing a perfect Harmony between theſe Writers, 


agree with the Truth of the Matter. What he 
ſays, however, is of good Uſe, as it ſhews him 


to Nh under a Conviction, that the Credit and Au- 


thority of the Story requires that there ſhould be 
ſuch an Agreement between the Relations we have 
of it in the ſeveral Authors ; but if it be brought 
to this Teſt, I have ſhewed already, and it will 
more and more appear as we proceed, that it muſt 
be given up for a Fable, as inconliſtene with and 
contradictory to itſelf. | 


2. The Time when Conſtable writ was (as we 
may take it from! Le Quien) about the end of the 
ſixteenth Century; tho? there is one who has the 
Confidence to ſay, m That be writ and particularly 
deſcribed the 1 Story in the beginning of Queen 
Elizabeth's Reign, and that his Relation was writ 
when the Story happened ; and it is as true that he 
writ it at that Time, as it is that he particularly 
Aeſcribed the whole Story. But the Deſcription of 
the whole was firft attempted in the beginning of 


the following Century, Ann. 1603, when F. Chri- 
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ftoph. Holywood,” or Sacroboſco, publiſhed his Rela- Reflection: 
tion of 1 = The Story by that Time, in fix or en 8a. 


ſeyen Years after Conſtable offer'd at it, had re- 


ceived ſome Growth and Improvement, and is 


conſtantiò, (to borrow a Word from Le Quien) that 


is, more full and particular; and S acroboſco looked 


upon himſelf as ſo well qualified to write a com- 


croboſco 1 
Klam. 


preſented to the World by this Writer more == 


pleat Narrative of it, that he calls it an Account 


of the Original of the Engliſh Miniſtry. But this | 


Iriſþ Hiſtorian appears to be a Stranger to the 


Tradition in Conſtable's MS., otherwiſe he would _ ___ 


have known better; what was che Title of the a O{d 
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Simple Biſhop, whom he brings to the Nag Head 
together with our Prelates to be their Confe- 
crator, and four times calls him Laudaſenſis in- 
ſtead. of Landavenſis, which Blunder had almoſt 
led Biſhop Bedell o into a Miſtake (obſerving that 
Page of Sanders cited in the Margin where he 
ſpeaks of the Triſh Arch-Biſhop oP) and made him 
think the 1ri/þ 105 ſpoke of ſome Iriſb Biſhop 
under that Title. The blind Account be had of 
our Affairs was the Occaſion of this Miſnomer and 
two others, of Bomer for Bonner, and Bancraſt 
for Bancroft ; and of his talking ſo much at ran- 
dom of the Eccleſiaſtical Conſtitution, as to make 
the Biſhop of London Dean of all 'the Biſhops its 
England, with Authority to excommunicate Lan- 
daffe if he preſumed to ordain our Prelates con- 
trary to his Order by his Chaplain. However, 
he of all the Writers, has the beſt Title to be be. 
Iieved implicitly (with all his Miſtakes) being 
(as we are aſſüred by a confident Writer cited al- 
ready) Þ a Man, beſides his eminent Virtue, en- 
dewed with ſupernatural Gifts, by which that 
Writer means the Spirit- of Sl and pe: 
tends to give an Inſtance of it 


Mur. 3. In the fame Year wn Sarroboſe co 1 pübliwed 
of the Hiſ- his Book de inveſtigandd' Chrj iſt; Fn, je Now 
25 jp 1 rinted the firſt Laden of 4 Survey of the 
Publicati- Religion: : And the Story might Wie: Fork ex- 
en by ga- pected from him as well as Sacroboſco, Kelliſon be- 
croboſco, ing no mean Author, and his Work of ſo great 
3 w Importance as to encourage him'to preſume to de- 
hams. dicate it to Kitig 7 James I. to give that Prince, pre- 
ney's Mar- ſently after his Rocco to £ Crown of England, 
rative. a View of the State of our Church and Reſigion. 


Yet when he comes to be upon the Subject of 


. '* Letters between Wadſworth and Bedell, * 1425 143. 
1 Jo of the Prelatick Clergy, &c. p. 65. 


our 
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our Want of a Miniſtry a, we hear nothing from 
him of the Nag's-Head Ordination. He might 
be thought to look that way, in the latter Place 
refer'd to in the Margin, where he names Parker, 
Grindall, Horne and Sands, for ſome of their A. 
poſtate Prieſts (as he calls them) that we were 


forced to make Superintendents of our Church, and 
ſays, they had no Conſecration from Catholick Bi- 


ſhops or Biſhops of their own, but were thought fit 


Paſte to make ſuch Superintendents without any new 
moulding or kneading. But if any one pretends to 
find the Tavern-Ordination in that Place, the 
Author himſelf ſufficiently confutes that Surmiſe. 
For firſt, in another Edition of his Survey, two 
Years alter, with Additions, in one of them he 
owns that, for ought he knew at that Time, we 
might have a Succeſſion of Biſhops from ſome that 
had received the Order from Biſhops of their 
Church, and after that left their Church and or- 
dained others. His Words, ſoon after thoſeaboye 
cited, are, * They will ſay peradventure that their 
firſt Biſhops, Prieſts, and Preachers, were ordain- 
ed by ours, before they departed from us, Fea that 
they ordaining others ſtill continued the +. 
And in Anſwer to this he offers nothing jo 
prove the Fact, but ſays only that f 
were Biſbops uſed not the. — — of 3 
and ſo they alſo made no true Prieſts, but only pro- 
Fane Miniſters. Secondly, in his Reply to Sal es 
Anſwer to the Survey, three Years after, A. 1608. 
he ſpeaks, as > a piece of News lately come. ta 
his Ears, „That * had heard it credibly re- 
ported that ſome of them (our New Superinten- 
«« dents) were made Biſhops at the Nag s- Head; a 
te fit Church for ſuch a Conſecration. Let any 


1 Bock 1. p. 10, 11. B. 4 b. 273 „A 1e. 1. g 4. 
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one now judge, by this Author's having no better 
Information of it before the Year 1608; by his 
ſaying firſt, that our Biſhops, Parker, &c. were 

made without any Conſecration; then, two Years 
after, allowing that they might have been conſe- 
crated by ſome that derived their Orders from the 
Roman Church ; then, in three Years more, tel- 
ling the World that he had heard it probably re- 
Torted that they were made Biſhops at the Nag's- 
Head: Let any one judge from hence, whether 
it could be a Fact known, publick, and notori- 
ous, and delivered down by a conſtant Tradition 
from the Year 1559; and not rather a late Inven- 
tion, beginning then, forty Years after the pre- 
tended time, to be propagated among the Party 
that were diſpoſed to believe and divulge it. 
The very ſame Year in which Relliſon publiſhed 
this Report, Peter d Cudſem, firſt a Proteſtant at 
Feſel, but then, or ſeon after, of the Commu- 
nion of the Church of Rome, had taken a Jour- 
ney over into England, on purpoſe to inform him- 
ſelf of the State of our Church and Univerſities, 
His Report of what he had obſerved he makes 
two Years after his Return, when he printed a 
Book De deſperatd Calvini causd; that is, Of the 
hopeleſs Condition of the Reformed Churches; of 
whom, as the reſt of their Authors do, he ſpeaks 
as if they all had Calvin for their Founder. But 
however, he owns that the Condition of the » Cal- 
-viniſt Sect in England was not ſo deſperate, be- 
cauſe they had retained the Catholick Order in a 
perpetual Line of their Biſhops, and a lawful Suc- 
ceſſion of their Paſtors received from the Church. 
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Cap. 11. Quod Calvinianz Sectæ in Anglia ſtatum atti- 
net, ille ita comparatus eſt, ut vel admodum longo tempore 
durare poſſit, vel etiam ſubitò & repentè mutari ; propter Ca- 
tholicum in perpetuã Epiſcoporum ſuorum Serie, legitimꝭque 
Paſtorum Succeſſione ab Eccleſià accepti, Ordinem, p. 108. 
See Maſon's Vindiciz, p. 14. 5 | 
x | We 


2 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and conflted. = 


We ſee here the Reſult of his Enquiries about 
the State of the Church of England: And can it 


with Expectations to ſee the Nakedneſs and the 
hopeleſs Condition of it, ſhould give this Account 
when he came back from a Place where.our ſcan- 
dalous Ordination had been (as they ſay) for fo 
long time publick and notorious? To whom muſt 
we ſuppoſe him to have addreſſed himſelf for In- 
formation, in what he wanted to diſcover? Muſt 
it not be to them who, if this Fact were publick- 
ly known, would not have failed to give him a 
full Account of it? Either therefore they had not 
a Word to tell him of it, or whatſoever Story 
they had, he found they had no Grounds for it, 
but that the contrary appeared from the Publick 
Records in the Church and State. It cannot be 
conceived that he would affirm, that we had 4 
continued Line of Biſhops, upon no better Grounds 
than that he ſaw in England ſome Perſons that 


the Habit, and to execute the Offices, without 
any Aſſurance that thoſe Perſons had the Epiſco- 
Character tranſmitted to them by a lawful 
Succeſſion. We muſt ſuppoſe therefore that he 
took care to be fully ſatisfied, by a Sight of our 
Publick Acts, our Records and Regiſters, and re- 
turned from England without any the leaſt Doubt 
of our having that Succeſſion which he poſitively 
affirms we had; and, judiciouſly enough, infers 
from it, that by vertue of that Succeſſion our 
Church may either continue a very long time, (as, 
God be thanked, has been, and we hope will al- 
ways be the Caſe) or be changed very ſuddenly ; 
he means if (what God forbid ) we ſhould be 
brought back again to the Communion of the 
Church and See of Rome; to which he looked up 


on us as ſo much the nearer, becauſe we ſhould 


not ſtand in need of a Re-Ordination of our — | 


.and Clergy, 


be ſuppoſed that a Man, who probably came over 


took upon them to bear the Name, and to wear 


. 84 8 * 8 
= © MJ a » * 
. N > . a7 0 * — *, i 
4 l #- * 
5 . 
** : 
* 


3 ASS a 
4 » _ * 4 


FR - . 
8 
77 
f 


Th The Nac's-Hrapr FABLI 


If we ſuppoſe that A. Cudſem, either in his Way 
to England, or Return from hence, viſited the 
Exgliſb Seminaries beyond Sea, and met there with 
the ſame Report that Kzlk/on had, the Event ſhews 
that he was fully ſatisfied, by the Information he 
had here, that there was nothing of Truth in it. 
And from this Account, of Kelliſon's knowing fo 
little of the Matter at this time, and Cudſem's 
either never hearing a Word of it, or at leaſt find- 
ing that the Fact was quite contrary, we ſee how 
little Credit che Story had gained from Conftable's 
or Sacroboſeo's time. | 

Four Years after, Ann. 1612. Parſons's Diſcuſ: 
Jon was printed, with a Preface of the Editor; 
and he, tho? the Author himſelf has nothing, in 
that or any other Book of his, of the Tavern- 
Ordination, takes upon him, in his Preface, to 
give the World the Story at length as he had it; 
48 and yet neither had he his Leſſon ſo perfectly, 
but that he is afraid he may be guilty of ſome 
Miſtale in the Names of the Perſons conſecrated z 
as indeed he is, by leaving out the ꝓrindipal Per- 
fon, Arch-Biſhop Parker, and putting the Con- 
ſecrator Scory among thoſe that were to be con- 
ſecrated: Beſides another Miſtake of greater 
Conſequence, if Sacroboſco's Account was right, 
„ his making the intended Conſecrator, the Biſhop 
wu of Landaff, to have been only expected at the Ta- 
N vern, but ncver to come to the Meeting there; 
fo that in paſſing from Sacraboſco down to him, 
half the Tradition, at leaſt, appears to be loſt. 
And the like Appearance it has in Y Fitz- Simon, 
0 (Amun. 1614.) and in * Kelli/on two Years after, 
Fl who do not tell us that Landaff was ſo much as 
| | expected at the Meeting; and by their never 
# bringing that Biſhop and Bonner's Chaplain-Neale 
x together at the Place, they and the Prefacer to 
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that Pater was — at — 
yet be no more poſitive in this Place, but only 


Ch. III. horougbiy examined and confuted. 


Parſons deprive Neale of any Opportunity of hes 
—— at the Conference between Landaff and 


our Prelates, or at Scory's performing the Cere= 


mony of Conſecration; and fo, by their lame 


and imperfect Account, Neale is a ualified for 
his Office of Principal Notary, and Grand Oy 
witneſs of che whole Tranſaction. 

Cbampney indeed, when he comes after them, 
* recovers that Part of the Tradition which was 
dropt in thoſe Writers, and relates the Story 1 in 
full, „ ectly inſtructed in the 
whole Matter. Let by his way of expreſſing him- 
ſelf, a little before be comes to his Relation, he 
ſhews either a want of Memory or Reflection, or 
that he had no ſuch certain Knowledge or full Aſk 
furance of what he is going to relate. The Hiſ- 
tory is in his fourteenth Chapter; but in the 
Chapter before, he. had been very long in reciting 
Harding's Difpute with Jewell, and — at — 
eur! the End of that Chapter, to the very ſoarp 
2 ly Gas he calls it) that Harding —.— 
— („Our Biſhops are conſecrated 

army 8 Arch-Biſhop and three Biſhops ®) «+ he 
« gur Metropolitan, the Arch-Biſhop himſelf, bau 
« 10 lawful Conſecration.” To which Reply of 
his Adverſary, Fewell, b being convifted, he ſays, 
of the Truth of it, never offered to make any Ne- 
Joinder. — s Words ate, I appears moſt 


1 _ „from Bis ＋ wilfully difſembling the Objection, 


arker either was not . at all, or that 


ir was done at the Nag's-Head, (as I ſpall, he ſays, 
after relate) or in ſome other Way which Jewell 
durſt not on, for fear of expoſing himſelf to be- the 
more inſulted upon by bis Fry Would he be 
certain of the Fact (chic ir going m—_ 

avern; and 
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that his Conſecration was either done there, or in 
ome other ſhameful manner, or that he had no Con- 
ſecration at all; that is, was made Biſhop without 
any Ceremony? If, as it appears, for ought he 
knew, Parker was conſecrated ſome other Way, and 
not at the Tavern, how could he pretend to any 
certain Knowledge of the Tavern-Conſecration ? 
90 well he ſhews himſelf before-hand to be quali- 
fed to give us the following Hiſtory, as undoubt- 
ed Matter of Fact, and not rather as an uncer- 
tain Report, tho' current then with ſome of the 
Party. 7 

How certainly and univerſally it was known 
and believed by the Catholicks, the Year before 


 Champney writ, and in that very Year, appears 


from Wadfworth, and the Author of the Proteſtant 
Demonſtration. The former, in his Letter, A. 1615, 
ſhews he had no better Information, than that 
there was an 4 Atempt to conſecrate Parker at that 
Tavern, but without Effect ; - but owns that he 
knew he was afterwards actually conſecrated, at 
'Lambeth, and had ſeen the Account of his Conſe- 
cration in the Regiſter. The latter, writing at the 
ſame time as Champney, Ann. 1616. tho? he takes 


upon him to deſtroy the Authority of the Lam» 


beth Regiſter, yet either was not well enough ap- 
rized of the Conſecration at the Nag's-Head, or 
bad no Inclination to ſpeak a word of it, for Rea- 
ſons beſt known to himſelf ; but places our firſt 
Biſhops in their Sees without any other Inveſtiture 
but only from the Authority of Queen Elizabeth's 
CC . mm ²ᷣ ly ns ay (is wn 
Buch as this, as has been ſhewed, was the Pro- 
greſs of the Hiſtory and Tradition, from the 


time that it was put in print by the firſt Author Sa- 


croboſco, till it was completed, and left to ſtand up- 
on Record, in the laſt Relator Champney. I IN 


«6c, 2 r Sup. p. 14. 


2811 4: If 


on. III. 22 examined and confuted. * 5 : 


4 * the Story had been Eunimerdd aun to The Rela. 
Poierity in no other Writer but Sacroboſco, or if ien 2 the 
no other had taken it in hand to relate it after , 
him but Champney, (who tho he does not wholly after $4. 
agree with him, yet makes his Narrative the croboſo, 
Ground of his own, only with ſome ſmall Im- —— 
provements,) it would not be diſcovered to be a _ N OE 
Fable by the Diſagreement of the Authors With ey to bis 
one another: But now it will appear that the Cre: Relation. 
dit of it is plainly deſtroyed by the very Incon- 
ſiſtency of the Story with itſelf, in the ſeveral Re- 
lations. It falls das leaſantly (perridicul?, to bor- 
row the Expreſſion 1 rom Sanders) that the two firſt 
after Sacroboſco, the Author of the Preface to Par- 
ſons, and Fitz-Simon, give us ſuch an Account of 
the Fact, that if we believe theirs to be true and 
authentick, we muſt give up his as Apocrypbal 
and Fabulous. His Relation © begins with the 
Meetin ng of the Biſhops to be conſecrated, at the 
Nag's-Head Tavern, and Landaff*'s coming with 
| — to be their Conſecrator, and upon the foot 
of his and their coming together to that Place for 
that Purpoſe, almoſt all the reſt of his Story pro- 
ceeds, of Bonner s hearing of it, and ſending his 
Chaplain thither with a thundring Meſſage to 
Landaff, the Old Biſhop's ook z artled at it, 
and declining thereupon to perform the Office 
and the Candidates for Conſecrativ being provoked 
by the Diſappointment to abuſe and revile him, 
which Paſſage Champney improves, by putting a 
'Speech into their Mouths ſuitable to the Purpoſe. 

But what will become of all this fine Piece of 
Hiſtory, if Parſons's Prefacer and Fitz-Simon are 
to be credited, in whom the plain Contradiction 
to it ſtands upon Record? The Prefacer to Par- 
fons * ſays they met there, and waited for the 
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Biſhop of Landaff a long time, but he diſappoint« 
ed them, and came not to the Place, and they 
were obliged to get the Office performed by Scory, 
Fit- Simon 8 ſays, they appointed the Mecting at 
oth 


the Nag's-Head, between themſelves, after 


 Landaff had refuſed to execute his Commiſſion 


from the Queen, and an 1riſþ Arch-Biſhop to 
whom they applied themſelves had denied them 
and then, when they were met, choſe Scory to be 
their Conſecrator. Here we ſee, on the one hand, 
that Landaſf accompanied them to the Place; on 
the other, that he diſappointed them, and neyer 
came thither : That he came to the Meeting, and 
at laſt refuſed to do what he came for; on the 
. that there was no Meeting till he had 
given them a Refuſal. So that, to proſecute the 
Matter, Bonner's Chaplain Neale muſt have come 
to him to the Tavern, and delivered his Meſſage 
to him there, and carried his Point; and yet che 
Bi was not there for Neale to come to: . 
the Candidates muſt expoſtulate with the Biſhop 
the Place, and treat him there with great 
udeneſs, and yet he never be there at all, to de- 
ſerve or receive ſuch Affronts from them. So 
ſee what Credit the Story, as it ſtood in the firſt 
Author, gets when it comes into the Hands of the 
ſecond and third. ; 

And yet all theſe three Writers are, it is proba- 
ble, of the ſame celebrated Order, and one would 
think they ſhould have writ under the Direction 
of their Superiors, and the two latter would have 
been required, for the Honour of the Society, as 
well as the Credit of the Story, to copy after the 
firſt Author, rather than to give him the Lye, 
and to make it impoſſible for their Readers to 39 
ieve there is any Truth in the Hiſtory, if they 


(> 


muſt take it both from him and them. 


E Sup. p. 12. 
1 . in 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and conifuted. 79 
In this Poſture of Agteement the Story ſtoodj, _ 
in Sacroboſco, Parſon's Prefacer, and Fitz- Simon, 
for two Years after Fitz- Simon had writ. his Nar- 
rative of it; at which time Champney, tho he 
writ his Engliſh Work ſo ſoon after the two laſt, 
comes in his turn to relate the Faq, as one who 
was well perſuaded that himſelf, as they had pleaſ- 
ed to ſet aſide Sacroboſco, was as much at me 
not to dance after their Pipe; and accordingly f 
revives again Sacroboſco's whole Story of Landaff, * 
with a little Enlargement. But Kelk/on i, at the ä 
ſame time, has not a Word of that Bi but 
only of the Tiſb Arch-Biſhop, and ſends our Bi- 
ſhops immediately to Sc), as ſoon as they bad 
waited upon that Arch-Biſhop and met with a Re- 
pulſe. Wadſworth, on the contrary, where he 
ſpeaks of an Attempt to have our firſt Bi 
conſecrated at the Nag's-Head, and that there was 
k hut one Biſhop there, muſt be underſtood to mean 
Landaff by that one Biſhop, upon whom the At- 
tempt was made; to prevail with him to give 
them the Order. wi; ET g 
The Author of the Preſace to Parfons, Fi- 
Simon, and Relliſon, tho* they are pleaſed thus to 
drop Sacroboſco, yet think it proper to refer their 
Readers to him, and either in their Text or Mar- 
gin quote the very Place in his Book De inueſti- 
gandd Chriſti Eccleſia, where his Narrative ſtands. 
So wiſe are they to vouch an Author to counte- 
nance and confirm their own Stories, whoſe 'Cre- 
dit and Authority they plainly deſtroy, by ſetting 
_ and contradicting the greateſt part of his 


5. This Scumbling-block lies in our Way in the 93, D. 
very Entrance upon the Hiſtory, and it would be greement 
a fair Excuſe for proceeding no farther, if the 9 i. 
| | ters in the 
Names and 
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fins conſe- Reader might not have hopes to find a better A. 


crated. 


greement between theſe Writers in the el and 
Concluſion. Let him therefore go on and fatisfy 
himſelf in the Particulars, and be a Witneſs of 
the'Harmony there is in their Narrations. Would 
he know firſt, pho were the Perſons that wanted to 
be conſecrated, and received Conſecration at the 
Nag's-Head ? Sacroboſco, tho? he was ſo ready at 
the Name of the Place of Conſecration, yet ei- 
ther had. not been informed who were the Perſons 
conſecrated there, or thought that Circumſtance 
not ſo material as to oblige him to ſet down their 
Names. The Prefacer to Parſons, nine Years af- 
ter, attempts. to ſupply that Omiſſion, and names 
Jewell, Sands, Scory, Horne and Grindall, and 
ſpeaks of others not named. Fitz-Simon, in a 
little better Order, gives us theſe four Names m, 
Parker, Grindall, Horne, Sands; and ſays Scory 
conſecrated the reſt after them. Kelliſon, tho? he 
had named the ſame four, as the Apoſtate Prieſts 
who were made our firſt Superintendents, in his 
Survey, Ann. 1603. and in another Edition of it, 
Ann. 160g. yet in his Reply to Sutclyffe, Ann. 1608. 
he ſays only that he had heard that — of them were 
made Biſhops at the Nag's-Head, and in his Exa- 
men Nove Reformationis, Ann. 1616. does not of- 
fer ro name any of them. Champney, if we look 
into his firſt Edition in Eugliſb (cited by Mr. Ma- 
on ') propoſes firſt to give an Account of the 


_ whole Order of the Conſecration of all our firſt 


Biſhops ; then ſoon after he ſays, there met at the 
Nag's-Head all that were nominated to the Biſbop- 
ricks then vacant, whether by Death, as (he ſays) 
only the See of Canterbury, (but ſhould have ſaid 
ſeveral more, eſpecially the Biſhoprick of Sali/- 
bury, to which Jewell was very early nominated 


i Sup. p. 1 — Sup. p. 13. De Miniſteris 
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Ch, III. thorotiphiy exdrrined: and coriflited. 
and elected) or by unjuſt Deprivation as all the-reſt 


were, whoſe Names, he ſays, are ſet down in the 


next Chapter. And there he gives the Names of 
o fourteen of our Biſhops pur into the Sees of as 
many of theirs who had been deprived. _ This 
plainly ſhews what Number he means, when | he 
ſays p they all knelt down before Scory and he laid 
the Bible upon each of their Heads or Shoulders, 
Sc. they all, that is Parker, together with the 


other fourteen. Conſtable, the firſt that offered at 


the Story, mentions only Parker as ordained, tho? 
he ſays, the Place was deſigned for the Conſecration 
of him and the reſt, And Wadſworth ſpeaks only 
of Parker's Conſecration effected at Lambeth,. and 
therefore may be ſuppoſed to mean that the ſame 
was attempted before at the Nag's-Head, but not 
effefted. fn 2179 Rin die if ol 

This is the exact and particular information 


from theſe Writers, both as to the Number and 


the Names of the Perſons conſecrated: And the 
Reader fees what certainty there is from their con- 
current Teſtimony, which agrees no better than 
Arch-Bithop Bramhall tells ug. - ; 1 Wadfivarth 
« ſays there was an Attempt to conſecrate Arch- 
« Biſhop Parker ; others ſay there was more than 
« an Attempt, that one of more of them were 
« actually ordained, but name none: Others 
« name ſome, but they accord not one with an- 
ce other in the naming of them. Some ſay Jewel, 
« Sands, Horne, Grindall, where was Arch-Biſhop 
„Parker: Others ſay Parker, Grindall, Horne, 
% Sands. Laſtly, ſome ſay they were all or- 
& dained there who were named to Biſhopricks, 
* and number fifteen of them.” The Writer of 
the Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy (who we are aſ⸗ 
{ured by F. Le Quien r confutes Bramball ſolidly 
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from Point to Point) aſſts upon this Head, Wh 
f Bramhall does not nam? thoſe others and fome © an 
ſays, he has fought thtir Authors that write of this 
Matter, and finds not thoſe ſome and others. This 


is 8 to that Writer's uſual Veracity, who 
is talſe either in ſaying that he looked into thoſe 


Authors, or in denying that he found in them 


that which he could not but ſee if his Eyes were 
open. Sacroboſco, and Kelliſon in his Latin Work, 
name none: Parſons's Prefacer and Fitz- Simon 
imme /ome, but without any Accord in the naming 
of them: The former names Jewell, Sands, (Scory 
Bramball omits as the Conſecrator) Horne, and 
Grindall, and leaves out Parker ; the latter (as 
Relliſan did at firſt in his Engliſh Survey) makes 
them Parker, Grindall, Horne and Sands: Champ- 
ney, who comes laſt, names the whole fifteen. 
Are not theſe the Authors that write of this Matter ? 
How then can the confident Author of the Nul- 
lity, &c. affirm that he had. ſought but did not 
find this Diſagreement in them? It may be he 
meant no more than this Cavil, that Bramball 
ſhould not always have uſed the Plural Number, 
bur ſhould have ſaid One and Another, inſtead of 
Some and Others; becauſe (tho? the Number is 
double in the other Inſtances) yet Champney ſtands 
fingle, and appears to be the only Author that 
numbers fifteen. If this Trifle ſhould be granted 
him, that it would have been proper to have ſaid 
m relation to Champney, One ſos they were all or- 
dained there=and numbers fifteen, muſt what he 
ſays paſs for a Diſproof of that which the Biſhop 


had ſaid of their Diſagreement ? Take them ſeve- 


rally, and then compare them together, is it not 

lainly to be objected againſt their Account of the 
Perſons conſecrated, that they diſagree in the 
Names, and Number, and the Diſproportion is 
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from one, in Conſtable, upwards to fifteen ih 
Champney 2 b | — 


And yet to this round Number of fifteen (more 
by half than he might have known were ſo much 
as nominated and elected to the vacant Biſpopricks; 
and *tis only ſuch of our Prelates whom he brings 
to the Nag's-Head to be conſecrated) he ſhould, 


to agree with the other Writers, and to be con- 


ſiſtent with himſelf, have added at leaſt two or 
three more. As firſt Jewell, whom he could not 
well forget, becauſe he is named by Par/ons's Pre- 
facer, and beſides was one of the firſt who were 
nominated by the Queen, and elected by the 
Chapters: But he was nominated and elected to a 
See vacant by Death and not by Deprivation, and 
Champney, it appears, knew no better than'that 
no more but the See of Canterbury was vacant by 
Death (tho? there were no fewer than * nine or ten 
more void by the Deceaſe of the former Biſhops) 
and this Miſtake led him not to think of Jewell, 


elected, in the room of Capon deceaſed, to the 
Biſhoprick of Salisbury. But beſides Jewell, he 


ſhould have named two others, who likewiſe were 
of the firſt that were nominated and elected, Scory 


the Biſhop Elect of Hereford, and Bariow the Elect 


of Chicheſter z and the former, Scory, is expreſsly 
declared by Sacroboſco and Fitx- Simon to have been 
himſelf ordained at the Tavern, by ſome of thoſe 
who had been juſt before ordained by him. Here 
theſe two Writers, and the others before or after 
them, do not agree: Conſtable has not a Word of 
it, nor Kelliſon, nor Parſons's Prefacer (except he 
had that Meaning when he firſt named Scory with 
Fewell, Sands, Cc.) for tho' he ſays Scory gave 
them the Order, yet he does not (as the other 
Two) go on and ſay, that ſome of them returned 
che Kindneſs, and riſing up re-ordained Scory. 


| : Strype's Annals, P. I. p. 154, 155. : 
£ G 2 Neither 
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Neither has Champney any thing of it in his Nar- 
rative, but afterwards, rather than own Scory for 
a true Biſhop, he ſays, * from Sacroboſco, that 
he had no Conſecration but that at the Nag's-Head, 
What muſt we do to learn the Truth from ſuch 
Writers? Champney is ſilent in the Place, where 
he ought to have told this Part of the Story as 
well as the reſt, How comes he then to pals it 
by there, and to give us this Intimation of 1t after- 
wards? If he believed it when he ſaw it in Sacro- 
boſto, why did he not. in Concurrence with him 
give it a Place in his own Relation ? There being 
nothing of more Weight than this Circumſtance, 
to expoſe and ridicule the Mock-Conſecration. 
If he did not believe it, why does he affirm it 
afterwards, upon Sacroboſco's Word, who had ſaid 
it before him? Except he thought, tho? he could 
not ſtand by that Writer in this Particular, it 
might be of ſervice to the Cauſe to ler it paſs 
upon the Reader, whether it were true, or tho? 
it were falſe. But let it be taken either as from 
him alſo, or only from the other Two, if we 
credit them, Scory muſt be added to the Number 
of the Perſons conſecrated. And ſo ſhould Bar- 
low, as he was nominated and elected, very earl 

with the firſt, to the vacant See of Chicbeſter; and 
in the Opinion of Champney and the reſt, had ne- 
ver received Epiſcopal Conſecration before; ſo 
that if all that were nominated and elected met 
(as he ſays) at the Tavern to be conſecrated, Bar- 
low, if ever he was made Biſhop, muſt be one of 
thoſe that received the Order there; that is, he 
either was ordained by Scory amongſt them, or 
firſt (as Conſtable gives us leave to think he might) 
Joined with Scory in ordaining the reſt, and then 
they riſing up from their Knees, he and Scory knelt 
down and were conſecrated by ſome of them, and 


F. $07. 
ſo 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. & 


ſo the Fathers (as they expreſs it) Were begotten b 
their own. Sons. > 


6. We may next enquire how they agree about 93 if 
the Perſon to whom our Prelates applied them- agreement 
ſelves: for Conſecration. Sanders, without being 459? the 
able to tell any thing more of the Story, ſays |” 2 
they waited upon an 1ri/þ Arch-Biſhop then Pri- 3. the Con- 
ſoner in London. Sacroboſco, tho? he refers to the ſecrators. 
Page of Sanders's Hiſtory, yet takes no notice of | 
this Arch-Biſhop, but makes the Perſon to be the 
Biſhop of Landaff, who came together with them 
to the Place, and upon their being there together 
moſt part of his Relation depends. With him 
Conſtable, Parſons's Prefacer, and Champney, a- 
gree. But Fitz-Simon and Kelliſon think it better 
| to follow Sanders, and make the 1r;/þ Arch-Biſhop 
| the Perſon they addreſſed themſelves to, tho* the 
former owns Landaff was commiſſioned in the 
5 firſt place by Queen Elizabeth, but refuſed to ex- 

5 ecute that Commiſſion. This Difference may be 
accommodated, if we take in both Landaſ and 
the 1riſþ Arch-Biſhop, and make the Candidates 
for Conſecration apply themſelves firſt to the one, 
and then, upon his declining it, to the other. 

Their Poet Ward , who puts the Fable into the 
beſt Order that he can, ſends them to both; bur 
firſt to the Arch-Biſhop in the Tower, and then 
from him to Landaf, at his Houſe. But it will 
not be practicable to bring the Authors to an A- 
greement in this Particular. If, as Fitz- Simon 
and Relliſon have it, they went immediately to 
Scory upon the Arch-Biſhop's Refuſal, then they 
mult either not go ta Landaff at all, or have gone 
to him firſt, before the Arch - Biſnop: It is the 
contrary, if, as Parſons's Prefacer ſays, they treat- 
ed with Scory at the Tavern upon Landaſf's failing 
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to come thither ; or if, as Conſtable, Sacroboſes, 
and Champney have it, Landaff and they and 
Scory were all together upon the Spot, and, up- 


on Landaff*s declaring himſelf to be unable to 


perform the Office, at their Requeſt Scory under- 


took it. This Difficulty we muſt leave to be 
unriddled by F. Le Quien, or ſome other CEdipus 


of the Party, how-tteſe two Biſhops were both 


of them the firſt, and both of them the laſt, and 


were applied to by the Perſons to be conſecrated, 
and gave them a denial, each of them both be- 


fore, and after, one another. | 


Ir would create us more Trouble, it we ſhould 
go ſo low, as to admit of a later Diſcovery, of a 
third intended Conſecrator, Oglethorp Biſhop of 
Carliſle, whom we are told they applied them- 
ſelves. to, and were almoſt as near compaſſing 
their. Deſign as they were in the Attempt upon 


 Lendaff, but came off at laſt with no better Suc- 


ceſs. This we have from two hands, about the 
ſame time; firſt, in an Author entituled, A Le- 
gacy left to Proteſtants, printed Ann. 1694. then in 
a Book entituled, Meditations upon the Marks of 
the True Church of Cbriſt, by H. V. Am. 1655, 
The former x has his Story from a Letter of Bon- 
ner's to Arch-Bifſhop Heath, ſent from the Mar- 
thalſea, and delivered by one of Bonner*s Chap- 
lains, which a certain Gentleman's Father, Chief 
Juſtice of this. Kingdom, ſaw and heard read whilg 
he and Heath were at Dinner together ; wherein 
Bonner merrily related how theſe New Biſhops, be- 
cauſe he had diſſuaded Oglethorp, Biſhop of Car- 
ile, from doing it in bis Dioceſe ordained one an- 
ether at an Inn, where they were met together. If 
this Tale be admitted, it plainly ſets aſide all 
Landaff*s Part in the Hiſtory; except it can be 
thought poſſible for Bonner, juſt before the Ordi- 


* Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, p. 59. 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confated. 


nation, to have frightned Landaff from perform - 


ing the Ceremony, and, preſently after it, ta 
ſend Heatb the News, how they had been forced 
to ordain one another by his good Addreſs in per- 
ſuading Oglethorp not to ordain them, without a 
Word of his laſt and greater piece of Service, in 
denouncing an Anathema to Laudaff, when he was 
almoſt at the Point of giving them the Order, if 
Bonner's Meſſage had not come juſt in time to 
prevent him, So wiſe was the Author of this 
Tale, as to think it would be a pretty Addition ta 
the Nag's-Head Story, when it utterly ruins the 
Credit of the greateſt Parr of it. 

The Letter to Heath, after the Ordination, 
was dated and ſent to him from the Marfbalſea 3 
the Meflage to Landaſf before, was ſent from the 
Tower; this requires us to believe either that there 
were Two Bonners, or the fame Banner mult have 
been confined, at or very near the ſame Point of 
time, in both thoſe Priſons. But whereyer he 
was, the Writers might very well be allowed to 
take it for granted, that he would be very for- 
ward and zealous to prevent the Ordination of 
theſe Anti-Biſhops, if they could but give us a 


tolerable Account how he came, at the very In- 


ſtant, to be apprized of the Meeting at che Ta- 
vern between Landaff and them. Sacrobaſes ſays 
they met, and as ſoon as Bonner underſtood it, he 


ſent from the Tower, Sc. and Champney, in his 


Engliſh Edition, ſays they met, and it being 
known to Bonner, then Priſoner, he ſent to the 
Biſhop of Landaſt, &c. but in the Latin, two 
Years after, he ſeems to be more ſenſible of the 
Difficulty, how he could have Advice of it, and 


W * 


tells us that he Y /melt it out, Tard the Poet finds 


it neceſſary to bring in (vm wnxaris) the lit 
Imp of a Goddeſs, Fame, who, he ſays, 2 
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the Story from Landaff*s Maid - ſervant, and was 
immediately upon the Wing to carry it to Bonner. 
He might as well, with the Father of Poets, have 
made a — Deity command a Dream to go 


down and give Bonner Notice of the Deſign, and 
ſo the Diſcovery might have paſſed for Revelation. 
But tho? it was only Fame's Report, yet Bonner, as 
the Poet) ſays, judged it to be nought of Fiftion: And 
he ſaw that he was to loſe no time in taking the moſt 
effectual Meaſures to prevent the Accompliſhment 
of their Deſign, and ſent very early a truſty Meſ- 
ſenger to the Nag's-Head. Sacrobofro makes him 
to be his Chaplain ; Champney names him Thomas 
Neale, and ſays, in his Engliſh Edition, He was 
then, when the Matter pa fed belonging to Bonner; 
in the Latin he was one of his Domeſticks at the 
very time when all this was done, but before that, 
Hebrew Reader or Profeſſor in the Univerſity of Ox- 
ford. This might paſs; if Fitz-Simon would not 
expect to be heard, who makes Neale come on 
purpoſe as far as from Oxford to have a Sight of 
the Shew; and if we muſt believe both his Story 
and theirs, Neale muſt be at London, and at Ox- 
ford, fifty Miles off, at the ſame time; or at the 
Tavern to attend the Meeting as ſoon almoſt as 
Bonner's Expreſs could ſet out for Oxford to bring 
him up to his Lord in the Tower. 


Their Diſ- . If we paſs from the Intended Conſecrators 
agreement to the Actual, we ſhall ſoon find as little Har- 
_ = mony among the Hiſtorians. Kelliſon at firſt ſays, 
— and vouches Sanders for it, as the Legacy to Pro- 
tor, and teſtants ſays likewiſe upon the Authority of Bon- 
the Cere- ners Letter, that they made one another Biſhops, 
mony of and ordained one another. But the reſt, and Kelli- 
—4 7% fon himfelf afterwards, are more particular; all 
4 of them pitch upon Scory, except Conſtable, who 
doubts whether Barlow might join with him or no. 
„ Ward, ibid. 
No. He 


| Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. 89 
; He ſays they had not thought of Scory before Lan- 
daff 3 ordain — but Kell, 2 they 
had not deſired Scory's Aſſiſtance, but upon the 
Iriſh Arch-Biſhop's Refuſal; and we ſhall be at a 
loſs to conceive how they ſhould apply themſelves 
to Scory preſently after each of theſe two Biſhops 
refuſed, and yet not apply to him till after they 
came away from the laſt of them. But the thing 
wherein they are at the greateſt Variance is, when 
they come to give an Account of the Ceremo- 
nial. Sacroboſco, having been pretty long upon 
the Tale of Landaf, is willing to be very brief 
when he comes to Scory's acting his Part. To ſay 
no more (his Words are) Scory impoſes Hands upon 
the reſt, and ſome of them impoſe Hands upon Scory. 
Here, by laying on of Hands, he either means 
only Ordination. in general, or elſe relates this as 
the Matter of the Ordination, and is ſilent as to 
the Form. Kelliſon, at the ſame time, ſays they 
were * made with leſs Solemnity than our Aldermen 
and Conſtables and Cryers of the Market ; but five 
Years after, when he had the firſt Report of the 
Nag's-Head Ordination, he ſays he heard they 
were made a with no other Ceremony than the laying 
an Engliſh Bible upon their Heads. The Author 
of the Preface to Parſons does not think it deſerves 
to be treated of ſeriouſly, but repreſents it as a 
Droll and Farce: He uſhers it in with. a Jeſt of 
Sir Thomas Moore upon the Lollards, who once 
upon a time, when they eat Fleſh upon a Good- R 
Friday, put a Trick upon their Conſciences, by 
caſting a Pig into the Water, and ſaying, Down 
Pig, up Pike ; fo our youre Prelates, he means, 
at Scory's uſing the Word of Command, fell down 
Prieſts, and roſe up Biſhops: And he concludes it 
with an impudent Þ Suggeſtion, That poſſibly 
Queen Elizabeth herſelf might ſupply the Defect 
2 Survey, Ann. 1603. p. ; * Reply to Sut- 
clyffe, f. * . 2 Rats ro Parſons's Diſcuiſios, n. 137. 
| in 
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in their Ordination by the Impoſition of her 
Hands, (as he fays Scherrer tells of a certain Ger- 
man Proteſtant Lady, that by laying on of ber 
Hands made her Childrens Preceptor 4 Preacher) 
and he dares be pofitive that Whitgift. would not be 
Arch- Biſhop of Canterbury, till the Queen had 
made him Arch Biſnop in that manner, by his 
kneeling doun, and her laying her Hands upon bis 
Head. Here the Father of Lies himfeli owed: his 
forward Diſciple a Shame, in letting him expoſe 
himſelf by ſuch a palpable and notorious Falſe- 
hood; Bithop Hhiteift having had Epiſcopal Con- 
ſecration no leſs than fix Years before his Tranſla- 
tion to the. Arch-Biſhoprick, at the time when he 
was promoted to the See of Worceſter ; and all 
the Ground this Romancer had for this Fiction, 
being only the Ceremony of Mhitgiſt's doing Ho- 
mage for the Arch-Biſhoprick, as he had done 
for the Biſhoprick before, by kneeling down be- 
fore the Queen, and putting his Hands between 
her Hands; which he has the Confidence to make 
the ſame with the Queen's laying ber Hands upon his 
Head. «PT gn 
Fitz-Simon follows his Leader the Prefacer to 
Parſons, in making the whole Action a Comedy, 
and the Ceremony of Conſecration the 'ETirz9:s 
of it; and improves what the other had ſaid, of 
Scory*s bidding Fewell and the reſt riſe up Biſhops, 
into the diſtinct Matter and Form of an Ordina- 
tion. The Matter, Scory's taking each of them 
by the Hand, (for which he fathers a Lye upon 
— that this was the primitive Impoſition of 
ands;) the Form, Up! Riſe Lord Arcb-Biſbop 
of Canterbury; Up! Riſe Lord Biſhop of Lon- 
don, Sc. Kelliſon, when he comes to tell the 
Story, has forgot the laying the Engliſh Bible up- 
on their. Heads, and is wholly ſilent in that and all 
that relates to the Ceremonial. Champney at laſt 
takes upon him to give an Account of it ſome- 
22 ; thing 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

thing more like a Scholar and a Divine, and makes 
Scory perform the Office with a little Solemnity, 
ſuch as the Haſte they were in would admit of. 
The Doctor of the Sorbonne did not think it de- 
cent for him to make a Play of it; to divert his 
Reader with Parſons's Prefacer's. Down Prieſt, up 
Biſhop ; or with Fitz-Simon's Up] Riſe Biſhop, 
with the Calviniſtical giving the Right-Hand of 
Fellowſhip: but rather makes the Conſecrator 
have ſome Regard to the Ceremony in the Roman 
Pontifical, and the Canon of the Council of Car- 
thage : Accordingly he makes the Matter to be, 
Scory*s laying the Bible upon each of their Heads and 


Shoulders ; and the Form ſuitably to the Matter, 


giving them Authority to preach the Word of God 


fincerely. So it is plain he ſets aſide the Ceremo- 
nial of Parſoxs's Prefacer and Fitz-Simon, but for 
what Reaſon, after he has followed Sacroboſco all 
along before, he leaves him in that where he 
ſeems to ſpeak of the Matter of the Ordination, 
Tmpofition of Hands, I can give no Account but 
that it was his Pleaſure. - 2 

Their Diſagreement in this Particular, is (as I 
had Occaſion to ſhew before e) in a Matter of the 
greateſt Importance, the very Subſtance of the 
Ordination, and makes as many different Conſe- 
crations, as there are different Accounts of the 
Ceremony. Nor will Le Quien's Expedient ſalve 
the Difficulty, by patching two of them together, 
and attempting to make the Reader believe, that 
the additional Fragment out of Fitz-Simon, in 
whom alone it is to be read, ſtands in Champney 


in the Place which the Father gives it, and toge- 


ther with what goes before makes up one conti- 
nued Relation of Champney's own. The Authors 
themſelves appear to proteſt againſt ſuch a Project 


as this of accommodating the Difference between 
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them; Champney ſays, Scory diſpatch'd the Buß- 
eſs, uſing his Matter, and Form; that he did it 
quickly, (citd peregit) and that, as ſoon as it was 
over, they all roſe up Biſhops. Fitz-Simon likewiſe 
makes Scory's uſing his Matter and Form the Exi- 
race, Or chief Act in the Play, and repreſents it 
as done (tumultuario opere) in great Haſte and 
Confuſion, and as done immediately after th 
had pitched upon Scory for the Conſecrator. Eac 
of them therefore appears to make his own Cere- 
mony the whole Subſtance of the Conſecration 
and we can have no Authority from either of 
them to tack them together, and to make Champ- 
ney's Ceremony in the firſt place ſtand for the 
Subſtance or Body, and the Appendix from Fitz- 
Simon to follow it as the Tail of the Ordination ; 
but the whole of this Interpolation is the Fruit of 
Le Quien's Sagacity and Invention. 

The Authors divide again once more, about 
that which Fitz-Simon makes to be the Kara5eoy, 
ar laſt Act of the Comedy, Scory's being made 
Biſhop of Hereford by ſome of them, after he 
had made them all Biſhops of their reſpective 
Sees. This is peculiar to him and — and 
not in the Narratives of any of the reſt ; only 
Champney d, in another place, is willing to make 
ſome Advantage of it, at the Hazard of Sacroboſco's 
Reputation if it ſhould be falſe. But Fitz-Simon 
does in a manner reproach all the reſt for diſſem- 
bling the Matter, and ſays, it is of the greateſt 
Importance not to conceal this part of the Play; and 
he is in the right, becauſe nothing could be more 
comical and ridiculous than this Part. However, 
leſt his Readers ſhould not be forward to believe 
it, upon no better Authority than his and Sacro- 
boſco's Relation, he aſſures them it was /o in Fact, 
and declared to be ſo by The. Neale, to Haberley 


© Sup. p. 84. 
(a Re- 


Ch.1II. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
(a Reverend Old Mau then alive, at the time when 
he writ) and to many others. 


8. And now the Reader may determine whe- Szmmary 
ther we have, in theſe Writers, one uniform and I er 


conſiſtent Piece of Hiſtory, or not rather a Med- 


ley or Rhapſody of wild Inconſiſtencies and Con- Contra- 
tradictions. Whether it be not, as Biſhop Bram- dictions. 


hall repreſents it, < A Story of a Man and no Man, 
that hit a Bird and no Bird, on a Tree and no Tree, 
with a Stone and no Stone. An Account of a 
f Meeting of our Prelates with Landaff,, and no 
Meeting, but of themſelves after Landaff had 
refuſed to have any thing to do with them : Of 
his coming to them, or together with them, to 
the Nag's-Head, and his never coming thither, 
but 4 them wait for him a long time, and 
then not coming, but diſappointing them: Of 
Neale's coming thither to him, and delivering a 
Meſſage to him from Bonner, Landaff*s being 
there and receiving it, and being frightned into a 
Submiſſion to Bonner's — Authority, and 

forced to make uſe of a Pretence to excuſe him- 
ſelf from doing the Office, and the Candidates, 
who expected it to be done by him, being pro- 
voked to affront him and give him opprobrious 
Language; and yet the Biſhop never being at the 
Place at all, to be any ways active or paſſive in 
the Tranſaction: And beſides, 8 to have Bonner s 
Meſſenger brought up to him in the Tavern, or 
to go out firſt and confer with him, and then in- 
troduce him himſelf, to be a Witneſs of his Obe- 
dience to Bonner's Commands, and a Spectator of 
all that was tranſacted afterwards between Scory 
and the Perſons conſecrated ; upon which, or 
ſome like Opportunity (if any other can be thought 
of) of Neale's qualifying himſelf to be the grand 
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Informer and Evidence of all that paſſed, the 


whole Foundation of the Tradition and Hiſtory 
ſtands. Of Bonner's s being in the Tower, and 


not in the Tower, but in the Marſpalſea; of his 
preventing the Biſhop of Zandaff from being 


their Conſecrator, and not that Biſhop, but Ogle- 


- thorp the Biſhop of Carliſle; of his having h. Neale 


in his Family, and ready at hand to be diſpatch'd 
away to the T 2 as — — 
the Meeting, an ales being then at Oxford, 
at too great a diſtance to be within Call upon 
this Occaſion. Of the Perſons; conſecrated, * at 
firſt no more than one, but increaſing, as the 
Story improved in ſeveral hands, to no leſs than 
fifteen; beſides Jewell, Scory, and Barlow to be 


added to the Number. Of an k 1þ Arch- 


Biſhop being firſt applied to for the Conſecrator, 


and not him but Landaff ; or if both, each of them 
| * to che firſt, and each of them applied to the 
la 


3 and thought of, and applied to, pre- 
ſently wr ge former had given them, — 
not till the latter had given them a Denial. Of 
Scory, at laſt, being the Conſecrator, l alone, or, 
it may be, not alone, but together with Barlow; 
of his * them ® with, and without Im- 

ſition of Hands, (whether in the Apoſtolical 
or Calviniſtical Way) with, and without laying 
the Bible on their Heads and Shoulders; with, 
and without Parſons's Prefacer's and Fitz-Simon's 


Mockery; with, and without Champney's more 


decent Ceremonial : Laſtly, of a ſingle Conſe- 
cration by Scory, of the Biſhops elect; and not 
a {ſingle but a double Conſecration, of them firſt 
ordained by Scory, and then of Scory ordained by 
ſome of them. Such as this muſt be the Reſult, 
if we attempt to make one Story of the Relation 


* Sup. p. 86, 87. * Sup. p. 88. i Sup. p. 80, 819 
82, Kc. Sup. p. 85, 86, 879. ! Sup. p. 88. ® Sup. 
P- 89, 90, 91. * Sup. P- 92. * 
1 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
in theſe Authors, a Story that effectually deſtroys 
its own Authority, and proves it ſelf to be an ab- 
ſurd Romance and Fable. 


9. The World is ve 
Le Quien, when he 
Relation of his Catholick Mriters, and delivers it 
only as it ſtands in Champney's Narrative. Upon 
what Grounds, I would aſk, or what Authority, 
are we to take this for the Hiſtory ? Was Champ- 
ney the only Writer? Or does his coming laſt af- 
ter the others give us good Reaſon to look upon 
the Account in the former Writers to be cancel- 
led, and his alone to be the ſtanding. and authen- - 
tick Relation? Or has he any other Stamp of Au- 
thority than they have? He tells us, his o whole 
Relation, without adding or detratting any Word 
pertaining to the Subſtance of the Matter, he had 
from Bluett, and Bluett from Neale: But have not 
all the others the ſame Pretenſions to vouch Neale 
for the Author of their ſeveral Stores? Sacroboſe 
ſays, that what he relates was firſt told by Neale 
to the Old Confeſſors, and by them to him. The 
Prefacer to Parſons, that he had his Account from 
one who had the whole Story from the Mouth of 
Neale. And Fitz-Simoy, that he had his from 
Neale by Haberley, then living at the time when 
Fitz-Simon writ, Neale's Account, when delivered 
by himſelf to Bluett and. Haberley, and the Old 
Confeſſors, or to Biſhop Bonner, or any other Per- 
ſon who they may pretend had it from him, muſt, 
if he were not a Lyar and. Impoſtor, be one and 
the fame; and with due Care might have been 
tranſmitted down to Poſterity, conſiſtent with 
itſelf and the Matter of Fact, as he related it 
from what himſelf had ſeen and heard upon the 
Place, Bonner, when he had it from his Chaplain, 


Sup. p. 18. 


AL 


much impoſed upon by No Cer- 
ertakes to give them the tiny 
what wat 


Account of 
the Story. 
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at his Return from the Tavern, might (beſides 
7 News to Arch-Biſhop Heath or others 


of his Deprived Brethren) have drawn up a Me- 
morial of it from Neale's Mouth, to be recorded 
in his Regiſter, or ſome other way: Or he might 
have exhibited the Fact in Evidence in his Plei 
againſt Horne's Ordination, five or ſix Years af. 
ter: Or he might at the leaſt have entered a Me- 
morandum in the ſame Book in his Library p, where- 
in he ſets down the Day when he was called be- 
fore the Council, and refuſed to take the Oath of 
Supremacy, and ſo was deprived: Under which, 


; an Account of the ſcandalous Conſecration of his 


Succeſſor Grindall, with Parker and the reſt, would 
naturally follow in its proper Place. Arch- 
Biſhop Heath, (ſo lately of the Privy-Council, 


and Lord Chancellor,) when 4 Boxner's Chaplain 


brought him the Letter after the Ordination, 
could not fail, one would think, of looking upon 


the Contents of it as fit to be made known to 
the Publick, both at that time, and for the Ages 


following, in a proper Method; and tho* he had 
then no Authority, yet the Chief Juſtice who 
dined with him, and ſaw the Letter, would have 
been ready to have taken the Chaplain's Informa- 
tion upon Oath of the whole Matter. Another 
of the Deprived Biſhops, a Man of Spirit and 
Reſentment, Jalſon r of Lincoln, when he came 
to be removed from the Tower to the Caſtle at 


Wisbich, and found it to be the common Talk of 


his Fellow-Priſoners there, could not but ſee a 
Neceſſity of directing them, not to make it on] 

the Subject of Tittle-tattle among themſelves, or 
with their Friends that viſited them in Priſon ; 
but to draw up an authentick Declaration from 
the Mouth of the Oracle Neale, or from the Teſ- 


P Strype's Annals, Part 1. p. 140. from Wood's Athen 
Oxon. p. 125. 1 Sup. p. 86. Sup. p. 19. 


timony 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. q 
timony of ſo many others who heard it from him 
in that Place, and to tranſmit it well-atteſted to 
be kept upon Record at Rome, or any other ſafe 
Place, for the Information of the Catholicks. 
Before that time Sanders had begun, and almoſt 
completed, his Hiſtory of the Engliſb Schiſm; and 
his Work De Viſibili Monarchid had been publiſh- 
ed, Ann. 1572. where, in the ſeventh Book, he 
gives a ſcandalous Account of the Reformation in 
England; on both theſe Occaſions the Party could 
not well forget to furniſh him with the beſt In- 
ſtructions and Memorials, particularly ſuch as 
would have enabled him to give the true and ex- 
act Hiſtory of the Ordination of our firſt Biſhops. 


10. If by this, or any other Way, Care had 4» Expe- 
been taken, the Tradition of the Fact which we Lient how 
have would have been uniform, and conſiſtent 3 = on 
with itſelf, and the firſt Relator, the Eye-Witneſs ,, 
himſelf, would not have ſo many different and 
contradictory Stories father'd upon him: But as 
the Caſe ſtands now, how can we extricate our- 
ſelves from theſe Perplexities and Uncertainties ? 
The only Way at preſent, for the modern Advo- 
cates of the Fable, F. Le Quien, F. Hardouin, &c. 
to be able to give the World ſome certain Ac- 
count, would be to ſend ſome of their Miſſion- 
aries to a certain Hand, newly diſcovered (if a Re- 
lation of ſome late Travels may be depended upon) 
5 where the Governor has a Power of calling bat 
Perſons he pleaſes from the Dead, and commanding 
them to anſiver any Queſtions they ſhall be aſked 
within the Compaſs of the Times they lived in. There 
the Miſſionaries may, by his Favour, have leave 
to call up Neale, and Sacroboſco and Champney, 
and the Prefacer to Parſons, and Fitz-Simon, and 
by confronting Neale with them, may learn what 


* Gulliver's Travels, Vol. 2. p. 96, 
EEE, Part 
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Part in each of their Stories Neale will own to 
come from himſelf, and what he will diſclaim and 
leave the Authors to be accountable for; if, as 
it ſeems moſt probable, he does not rather declare 
himſelf to be a Stranger to the whole Tranſaction 
at the Nag's-Head, and neither an Eye nor Ear- 
Witneſs * ſuch a Conſecration as is pretended to 
have been celebrated there; and that he never 
was at the Caſtle at Wicsbich, to tell ſuch a Story 
to Biſhop Vatſon, Bluet, and Haberley, and the 
reſt of the Priſoners there, from whom Sacroboſco 
and the others pretend to have it in his Name: 
But that he is abuſed by them (as Ariſtotle ſaid 
he was by his Commentators, when Capt. Gulliver 
had both him and them together) and had really 
left Bonner's Family, and betaken himſelf to Ox- 
ford (as Wood * relates it) as ſoon as he was bereft 
ef bis Lord and Patron; at which time Wood ſup- 
ſes him 10 be made the Queen's Profeſſor of the 
ebrew Lellure; but he had had the reading of 
that Lecture for ſome time before », and conti- 
nued in it to the Year 1569. Wood's Concluſion 
of Neale's Story appears to be on better Grounds, 
» That be is noted by ſome Writers to be the original 
Reporter of the Conſecration of Matthew Parker at 
the Nag's-Head Tavern in Cheapſide, which fince 
is manifeſtly made a meer Forgery. | 


Fitz-Si- 11. But I forget a Place more near at hand, 
mon's where the Catholicks may poſſibly be ſatisfied 


Narrative about this Matter, without the Trouble of a 
determin- 


#d tobe the Voyage to the Ifland above-mentioned. Has not 
aut hentick Rome and the Infallible Chair had the Story 
Hiſtory, by brought before them? Yes, they had twenty 
the Decree Years ſince, under the late Pope Clement XI. in 


1 the Caſe of the now Abbot Gordon, formerly Arch- 
XI. | 


* Athenz Oxon. Vol. 1. p. 250. Edit. 1721. 8 e's 
Hiſt. of Reform. p. 33. n „ Alben. ibid. 1. 


2 Biſhop 


hed | V — bd 


a Ale. Fon TOs. ⁊ Ay af. co rad 


Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
Biſhop of Glaſcow. The Account we have from 
F. Le Quien *, That his Caſe was. for a pretty 
long time under the Conſideration of the Congre- 
gation of the Hol Office, who examined into the Ori- 


ginal of the Engliſh Proteſtant . and tbeir 
Forms of Ordination, and came at laſt to a Reſo- 


lution, that his Orders, being derived from the 


Church of England, were invalid. Le Quien, in 
his Appendix y, ſets down the Report of the Holy 
Office to the Pope, with a Requeſt in Gordon's 
Name, that his former Orders may be declared null, 
and he be qualified to recetve Orders according to the 
Catholick Form, In their Report of Gordox's 
Reaſons, they ſet forth, that * he proves unanſwer- 


ably from Hiſtory, the Nullity of the Engliſh Ordi- 


nations; and then immediately ſubjoin the Story 
of the Nag's-Head Ordination. But how do they 
give the Pope a Narrative of it? in an entire 
uniform Relation, extracted from the ſeveral 
Writers down from Conſtable and Sacroboſco to 
Fitz-Simon and Champney? No; their Account of 
it (tho* they do not tell the Pope from what Au- 
thor, is almoſt entirely all along in Fitz-Simon's 
Words, only they leave out the moſt ridiculous 
Part of it, Scory's ſubmitting, after he had or- 
dained Parker and the reſt of our Biſhops, to let 
fome of his Sons re-ordain their Father. 122 

Here the Difficulty ſeems to be reſolved by ſo 
great an Authority as a Sentence of the Congre- 
gation of the Holy Office, confirmed, upon their 
Votes and the reading of their Memorial, by a De- 
cree of the then Pope. Le Quien ſets forth the 
Proceeding as a great Inſtance of the Church of 


Rome's acting always in ſuch Caſes, not out of 


Prejudice or Prepoſſeſſion, but upon mature Conſide- 
ration of the Difficulties in the Caſe. We muft 


T. 2+. $06. T. 2. Pieces Juſtificat. p. Kix, &c. 
= Ibid. p. i. 2 T. 2. p. 313. 
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therefore ſuppoſe, that the Cardinals of the Con- 


gregation had the ſeveral Writers of the Story of 


the Tavern-Ordination lying before them; not 
Fitz- Simon only, but his Brother Jeſuit Sacroboſco, 
who publiſhed it ten Years before him; and the 
Doctor of the Sorbonne, who publiſhed it again 
two Years after him; and that they could not but 


obſerve that theſe two and Fitz- Simon plainly con- 


tradict one another; but upon a full View, and 
1mpartial Scrutiny, they came to a Reſolution 


that Fitz-Simon's Account of the Story is the only 


-true and authentick Relation, and the others are 


to be ſet aſide in ſuch Points wherein they differ 
from that Writer. And if this be looked upon to 


be good Authority, then the only true Tradition 


of the Hiſtory from the original Reporter Neale, 
is not that which Sacroboſco and Champney pretend 
to have from Bluet and the other Priſoners at 
Misbich, but that only which Fitz- Simon had from 
Haberley; and all the reſt (of Landaff*s meeting 
our Biſhops at the Tavern, and Bonner's Meſ- 


ſage coming thither to him by Neale, Sc.) is 


Romance and Fable. But I would aſk leave 
to put a Queſtion to Le Quien. Does he be- 


lieve the Story in his ſecond Tome, which Gor- 
don and the Holy Office give to the Pope, to be 


the true Account of the Conſecration? Does he 
believe the ſame of his own Relation from Champ- 
ney, chap. 6. of his firſt Tome? Then he has a 
ſtrong Faith, to believe both Parts of a Contra- 
diction to be true. Does he own that the Judg- 
ment of the Pope and the Holy Office determines 
the Truth, in all Particulars in diſpute, to lie on 
Filz-Simon's Side? Then he ought when he 
came to it in his ſecond Part, to have retracted 
his former Account, from an Author whoſe Re- 
lation and Fitz. Simon's are ſo plainly contradicto- 
ry to one another. 


Another 
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Ch. III. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Another Writer b, ſince Le Quien, refers us to 
the ſame Decree of Pope Clement XI. as a known 
Evidence of our Orders being adjudged and de- 
clared to be null in a formed judicial Proceeding 
of that Pope and the Congregation of the Holy 
Office. © Tout le monde ſcait, Sc. are his Words, 
All the World knows that Mr. Gordon was re- 
ordained at Rome, under Clement XI. the 17th 
of Apr. 1704. after they had declared the Ordina- 
tions made by the New Ritual of King Edward VI. 
to be null. F. De St. Rene, tho' he takes a great 
deal of Pains to prove, almoſt from every Part 
of the Office, that the Ordination by King Ed- 
ward's Ordinal is invalid, yet is ſatisfied in his 
own Judgment, that our firſt Biſhops were or- 
dained in fact by the Form in that Ordinal: And 
this led him into a Miſtake, as if the Decree of 
the Pope and Cardinals of the Office, in Gordon's 
Caſe, were grounded upon their declaring the Nul- 
lity of the Ordinations by King Edward's New Ri- 
tual. But ſuch a Declaration muſt have related 
only to the following Ordinations, after thoſe of our 
firſt Biſhops in Queen Elizabeth's Reign; of which 
firſt Ordinations only, the Report can be under- 
ſtood, where it ſays that d Scory, with regard to 
Funius's Account of the primitive Practice, bid 
our Biſhops kneel down, and then ordained them, 
by taking Parker, a certain Laic, by the Hand, and 
ſaying, Up! Riſe Lord Biſhop of Canterbury ; and 
uſing the ſame Ceremony to ſome of the reſt that 
were there; as is plain from the Words of the 
Report, as they are taken almoſt wholly from 
Fitz-Simon, If therefore the Judgment of the 
late Pope, formally delivered as a Decree of the 


Holy See, be thought by this Father to lay an 


d De St. Rent. © Juſtification de VEgliſe Rom. ſur la 
rg-ordination des Anglois Epiſcopaux, Tom. 1. p. 169. 
? Le Quien, T. 2 Append. p. lxxiii, | 
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Obligation upon his Conſcience ; he muſt believe 
that our firſt Biſhops were ordained, not at Lam- 
beth, or by King Edward's Ordinal, but at the 
Tavern, by the Form which Fitz-Simon puts into 
Scory's Mouth: And he muſt retract his Opinion 
that their Ordinations were condemned on account 
of the Invalidity of the Form in King Edward the 
Sixth's New Ritual, which, if we give Credit to 
the Hiſtory out of Hitz- Simon, was never uſed at 
their Ordination. 

But to leave this Father to make what Uſe he 
pleaſes of the Pope's Decree, how ſhall we be able 
to account for the Pope's declaring or ſuppoſing 
Fitz-Simon's Story to be the true and authentick 


Account? Is there not Ground for an Appeal 


from the Pope miſinformed by that Feſuit, to the 
Pope better informed by Champney and Sacroboſco? 
Was not their Account taken into Conſideration 
by the Cardinals of the Holy Office, and by the 
Pope? To be ſure it was, by the Care that Le 
Quien tells us is always taken not to determine in 


any Caſe without enquiring into the Difficulties. 


The Difficulty here was, whether of the two con- 
tradictory Accounts came from Neale. If the 
Pope, by his Power over the departed Souls, in a 
certain Place in the other World, might have a 
Correſpondence with Neale, we may look upon the 
Difficulty as reſolved, by his taking an Opportu- 
nity to conſult the Grand Informer; or elle let the 
Catholicks tell us, whether there be any other 
Ground to go upon, but that the Holy Chair is 
under an Infallible Direction extending itſelf even 
to Matters of Fact; and this puts an End to the 


Diſpute, and clears the Hiſtory from the Uncer- 


tainty which it would otherwiſe lie under, by the 
Diſagreement of the ſeveral Writers, as well as it 
juſtifies the Decree in Gordon's Caſe, and the Re- 
ordination of a Bifhop deriving his Orders from 
the Church of England, in confequence of it. 

| CHA F. 


1 > ww we „ 


ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted., 03 


CHAP. IV. 


The Remarker's Confidence in aſſerting that all © 


the other Writers relate the ſame Account with 
Champney. His Neglect of the Profeſſion be 
had made of comparing his Remarks with the 
Authors. His diſſembling the i a6 hep 
between their Writers, by not producing their 
Accounts. His making the Differences be- 
tween them immaterial and inſignificant. The 
Nag's-Head Story not to be credited, 22 
we cannot be certain which Relation to be- 
lieve. The Certainty of the Tradition of it 
diſproved upon the fone Ground. The Tra- 
dition in the Author of the Legacy left to 
Proteſtants. The Tradition in H. W.'s Me- 
ditations upon the Marks of the True 
Church. The Abſurdities in the ſeveral 
Particulars in the Meditations. The Old 
Tradition in Sacroboſco loft in theſe two 
Writers, and revived by the Author of the 
Treatiſe of Catholick Faith and Hereſy. 


1. H E foregoing Chapter has, I hope, laid The Re- 
before 7 es clear 5 full marker 
Diſcovery, that the Nag's-Head-Writers ruin the * 
Credit of their own Hiſtory, by their manifeſt % that 
Diſagreement among themſelves. By this he will a// the o- 


be prepared to obſerye (I do not ſay the Candour ther Wri- 


and Sincerity, but) the very ſurprizing Confidence , ge 


of the Author of the Remarks on F. Conrayer, _— 


whom he has the Face to call to an Account for :i:h 


* paſſing over in deep Silence, by an unwarrantable Champ- 
ney. 


t P. 175. 
H 4 Dumb- 
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Dumbneſs, the other Witneſſes of the Nag's-Head 
Affair, who, he means, confirm the Relation of 
it by Champney. » Thus, he ſays, he takes no No- 
tice, That the ſame Account is related by Sacroboſco 


or Holywood, in his Book De inveſtigandà Chriſti 


Eccleſia, printed in 1603.— and in the Preface to 
the Diſcuſſion, Ann. 1612. and by Fitz-Simon, 
in his Britannomachia ; and Kelliſon, in his Exa- 
men Novæ Reformationis, printed in 1616, af- 
ter having urged the ſame Account in 1608, againſt 
Sutclyffe He aſks preſently, Ny did not 
be Librarian ſhew more Candor in mentioning theſe 
Authors ? And ſays a little lower, that his Cauſe is 
more prejudiced by diſſembling ſuch ſtrong Authorities. 
This is very pleaſant! to allude to his ewn Ex- 
preſſions, when he preſumes he has it in his Power 
to expoſe and run down e Arch-Biſhop Bramball. 
It gives me ſome Satisfaction to find myſelf not 
liable in this Particular to the Remarker*s Cenſure, 


as I have not been wanting to produce all their 


Witneſſes, and to ſet down their Depoſitions at 
length, and to put the Reader in a Way to com- 
pare their Teſttmonies together, and to judge of 
the Evidence of the Fact, as it appears from their 
Agreement. But whoſe Cauſe does he think 
F. Le Courayer intended ta ſerve, by this Want 
of Candor, and unwarrantable Dumbneſs in not 
mentioning theſe Authors ?* Ours, no queſtion, he 
muſt ſay; becauſe if he had produced them, 
they would have confirmed Champney's Narrative. 
How does that appear? Becauſe, the ſame Account 
is related by them. Here I muſt deſire the Re- 
marker to tell me, Has he read the other Authors, 
and compared them with Champney? If he has 


not, he is pretty confident, to declare at a venture 


what he does not know to be true. If he has, it 
is a greater Piece of Conſidence, and of ſomething 


> Ibid. FP. 93, 94. 
worſe, 


Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. tog 
worſe, to declare that which, if his Eyes were | bo 
open, he muſt know to be falſe. Let him or 
any one read and compare thoſe Writers together, 
and I may be poſitive, that inſtead of ſaying they 
all relate the ſame Account, they will find them- 
ſelves obliged to ſubſcribe to Arch-Biſhop Bram- 
Ball's Cenſure of the Flſtory, as it ſtands in them, 
and give it the Name of 4 A ſilly ſenſeleſs Fable, 
wholly compoſed of abſurd, improbable, incoherent, 
inconſiſtent, contradictory Fiftions. For the Inconſiſ- 
tencies and Contradictions, | need no more than to 
refer him or any body elſe to what has been ſuf- 
ficiently made out in the foregoing Chapter : 
And if they think me guilty of any Miſrepreſen- 
tation, I would deſire only that they may make 
Uſe of all the Art and Cunning they are Maſters 
of, and try if they can from theſe Writers (with- 
out paſſing over in Silence any Part of their Teſti- 
monies) give us one coherent, agreeable, and ſelf- 
conſiſtent Relation of the Nag's-Head Conſecra- 
uon. p | | 


2. His Conduct is the more inexcuſable, be- H M- 
cauſe firſt it diſcovers with what Sincerity he 44 of the 
makes Profeſſion, at the very Entrance upon his 30 Mor 
Work e, of his Fidelity in his Citations, and the bf _ 
Pains he has taken to compare his Remarks with the ring 2 
Authors themſebves, and his never having wilfully Remarks 
miſrepreſented any of his Authors. Here is one In- 2 the 
{tance, how far his Practice agrees with his Pro- — = 
feſſion. He cites the Author of the Preface to 
_ Parſons, and Fitz-Simon, as relating the ſame Ac- 
count with Champney. Had he, before he ſays 
this, compared theſe Writers and Champney to- 
gether? If he had not, there was little Reaſon for 
him to tell us he had taken ſuch Pains as he is 


willing to make us believe. If he had compared 


P. Op. 436. F. 5. 
chem, 
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them, then let him juſtify himſelf, if he can, that 
he has not wilfully miſrepreſented his Authors. 1 


wiſh I may have no other Occaſion to remind him 
of this Profeſſion. | 


Hi:diſem- 3. Secondly, the Charge he draws up againſt 
bling the F. Le Courayer, of diſſambling ſuch ſtrong Authorj- 
Dijogree- ties, inſtead of falling _ that Writer, turns 


ment be- - # - 
een upon himſelf. For in what manner does he him- 


their Mei- ſelf produce theſe Authorities? He names the Au- 
ters, by thors and their Books, and ſays, The ſame Account 


not produ- ig related in them as in Champney: And if this be 
cing their 


Accounts. 


enough to ſatisfy any impartial Reader, he has 
done his Buſineſs; but if any one deſires to have 
fuller Evidence, and ſtronger Conviction, farther - 
this Remarker /ays not; nor does he ſee any Oc- 
caſion to ſer down the whole Narratives in theſe 
Authors, or to make up an entire Relation out 
of them all, but thinks it enough to have ſer down 
Champney's Narration, and Conftable's, and to give 
us his Word that the other Authors relate the 
ſame Account. Is it therefore one and the ſame 
Account, That Landaff was at the Meeting with 
our Biſhops, and That he was not at the Meet- 
ing? That there was a Meeting wherein he re- 
fufed to do the Office, and That there was no 
Meeting appointed till after that Biſhop had re- 
fuſed to do the Office? Which one Contradiction 
carries a great many more Contradictions in the 

Belly of it, as any one that pleaſes niay ſee very 
_ plainly fabove. If this be the ſame Account, 

then the Prefacer to Parſons, and Fitz-Simon, and 

Relliſan too (J may add) relate the fame Account 

with Conſtable, & bits and Champney: Not to 

t how far their Accounts are contradict 

to one another in the other Particulars of the 

Story. I appeal therefore to the Remarter him- 


Sup. p. 77, 78, 93+ che 
elt, 


Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


ſelf, if he pretends to have looked into and com- 


pared the ſeveral Authors, Whether he may not 
be charged very juſtly with diſſembling his ſtrong 
Authorities; for fear, if he had laid all the Au- 
thors open, and ſet them one over-againſt the other 
before the Reader, inſtead of putting a Trick up- 


on him by telling him they are all of a piece, it 


would appear, that Conſtable, Sacroboſco, and 
Champney, on one Side, and Parſons's Prefacer, 
Fitz-Simon, and Kolliſon, on the other, beſides 
the Differences of each Party among themſelves, 
ſtand in direct Oppoſition to one another, inſtead 
of being, as he is willing to perſuade us, at per- 
fect Agreement. 

But perhaps he will ſay, that all his Witneſſes 
agree in the main of the Story, That there was 
ſuch a Place as the Nag's-Head Tavern in Cheap- 
fide; and That Queen Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops 
were conſecrated there. True, they are all Wit- 
neſſes of this; but if we proceed to examine into 
the particular Circumſtances of their Teſtimony, 
they appear to be ſuch Evidences as came before 
the 8 Chief Prieſts and Council | againſt our Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour; who tho' they were many, yet the 
Council could find none, becauſe their Witneſs a- 
greed not together: Or as the Two Elders againſt 
Suſanna h, who agreed very well in the main 
Charge againſt her, That they took her in the 


very Act of Adultery, being themſelves upon the 


very Place, her own Garden; but upon the firſt 
Enquiry into Particulars, they did fo palpably 
contradict i one another, that the innocent Lady 
was immediately acquitted, and they condemned 
of falſe Accuſation. The Caſe is the ſame : We 
take the Account of this ſcandalous Ordination 
from theſe Writers, who agree in teſtifying that 


s Mark xiv. 55, 56. » Hiſtory of Suſanna, ver. 37. 
i Ver. 54, 58. 
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it was in a Tavern: But when we come to learn 
from them what Perſons were at the Tavern, and 
how the Matter was tranſacted there from Begin- 
ning to End, here their Teſtimonies are ſo re. 
pugnant to one another, that the whole of their 
Evidence falls to the Ground; and the main Fact 
cannot be believed, becauſe the Witneſſes, on the 
one Side, or on the other, are proved to be Ly- 
ars; and as we cannot inform ourſelves, on whe- 
ther Side the Truth or the Falſhood lies, we 
cannot believe any Part of the Story upon the 
Credit of any of them. | BY 


His maj- 4. The Remarker owns, that * this is almoſt the 
ing the only Argument that ſeems to affeft directly the Truth 
Differen- and Conſiſtency of the Nag*s-Head Relation. He 
1 may, if he 4 ſee farther, by what has been 
teri; aid in the Chapter before, that this one Argu- 
and inſig- ment by itſelf does fo plainly and directly lay 
zificaxt. open the Inconſiſtencies and Contradictions of that 
Relation, that it takes away all Grounds of be- 

heving that there is any Truth in it. But we are 

to ſee how he endeavours to take away the Force 

of this Argument. He attempts to make us be- 

. eve, that he finds there is no ſuch conſiderable 
Diſagreement between their Writers, but that the 
Differences are inſignificant and immaterial. And 

here he has an happy Opportunity of pleaſing him- 

ſelf with the Honour of a Victory and Triumph 

over Biſhop Bramball, who, he ſays, I in this very 

firſt Argument that he urges, does, in the ſame Breath, 

anſwer and refute it. The Biſhop n, before he 
proceeds to ſhew their Diſagreement, ſpeaks ſome- 

thing in Regard to the Objection of his Adverſary 
elſewhere, of Mr, Maſon's being contradicted by 

other Writers on our Side at that time; for in- 

ſtance, Butler's making Hodgs&kin Suffragan Biſhop 


* P. 205. | Ibid, P. Op. 436. 


Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

of Dover, inſtead of Bedford; and Swtclyffe's 
making wo Suffragans join with three other Bi- 
ſhops in Parker's Conſecration. He anſwers the 
Objection fully in its proper Place n; but here, 
3 in Anſwer to it, he ſays, that, « to ſet 
« down the Name of a Place amiſs— or to ſay 
«© twoSuffragans for one are immaterial Dif- 
c ferences, remote from the Heart of the Cauſe, 
&« about indifferent Circumſtances, which. ma 
« bring the Exactneſs of the Relation into queſti- 
on, but not the ſubſtantial Truth of it.“ Up- 
on this Ground the Remarker turns upon him. 


Thus o he obligingly ſhews, That the Nag's-Head 


Relation may be true, tho” ſome only name Scory as 
the Performer, while others doubt whether Barlow 
did not aſſiſt, nor are poſitive how many of the new 
Biſhops were conſecrated at that time. It would 
have been ſomething to the Purpoſe, if he had 
ſaid, Thus he ſhews, that Sacroboſco's Relation may 
be true, though he is miſtaken in the Name of 
Kitchin's Biſhoprick, whom he calls ſo many times 


LI inſtead of Landavenſis; and his Sto- 


ries of the Biſhop of London's ſending ſuch a Meſ- 
ſage to Landaff, and of the Conference between a 
certain Arch-Biſhop and Dr. Alabaſter, may be 
true, tho' he miſtakes the Names of the Perſons, 


and calls the one Bomer inſtead of Bonner, and the 


other Bancraſt inſtead of Bancroft. And he might 
ſay, it may be true likewiſe, that our Biſhops 
were conſecrated at the Nag's-Head, though their 
Writers diſagree in their ſeveral Denominations of 
the Place, Fitz-Simon making it to be a Tavern, 
Sacroboſco and Champney an Inn (Hoſpitium) the reſt 
only telling us the Sign (which may be of any 
Public Houſe) the Nag s-Head, or Horſe-Head, in 
Cbeapſide. Theſe indeed are ſuch immaterial Dif- 
ferences as thoſe that Bramhall ſpeaks of; and 


P. 472, 473. P. 206. 
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for us to argue from theſe Differences, not only 
againſt the Exattneſs, but the ſubſtantial Truth of 
the Relations, would be to lay ourſelves very de- 
ſervedly under the Remarker's Cenſure. 

But his Concern is only, to make a Shew of 
proving that all other Differences between their 
Writers are to be looked upon as of no greater 
Conſequence than Bramhall makes ours to be. 
As firſt their Diſagreement about the Conſecrator, 
which he is willing ſhould be thus underſtood, 
that /ome only name Scory for the Performer, while 
others doubt whether Barlow did not aſſiſt. But in 
this he does not exactly repreſent either the Au- 
thors themſelves, or BrambalPs Account from 
them. The Difference is between Conſtable, the 
firſt Writer of all, in his MS. Letter, and all the 
reſt that came after him in their printed Relati- 
ons. Conftable makes it uncertain whether the 
Ceremony of Parker's Ordination was performed 
by Scory alone, or by him jointly with Barlow. 
The reſt leave out Barlow, and are poſitive for 
Scory alone. The Remarker thinks he has here 
Matter of Triumph. Bramhall, he had ſaid, 
calls theſe Variations by the Name of Contradiftions-- 
P And where is the Contradittion in one Man's ſay- 
ing Scory did it, aud anotber's ſaying he does not 
know whether Barlow aſſiſted? He ſhould here have 
compared his Remark with Bramball's Words, who 
ſays indeed the Fable is wholly compoſed of abſurd--- - 
inconſiſtent, contradiftory Fictions; but ſays pre- 
ſently, the greateſt Shew of any Accord among them 
is about the Conſecrator, yet even in this they diſ- 
agree. Can he be underſtood to make this D, 
agreement, in which there is the greateſt Shew of 
Accord that there is in any Points of Difference 
between them, a Contradiction? And yet it is but 
one Remove from a Contradiction, Scory's being 


P P. 206. 


the 


Ch.IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


the Conſecrator alone, or, it may be, not alone: 
And if we regard the Certainty of the Story, ir 
may be no wrong to ſay the Hiſtorians contradif 
one another; Conſtable, who did not uſe to ſpeak 
upon light Conjectures, making it uncertain whether 
Scory acted alone, and the others after him relat- 
ing it as Fact, and conſequently certain, that he 
did act alone; and this muſt bid fair for a Con- 
tradiction. The other Difference, as he repre- 
ſents it, is that hey are not poſitive how many of 
the new Biſhops were conſecrated at that time; they, 
that is, only one of them, Parſons's Prefacer, 


who tells us himſelf that he fears he may miſtake in 


the Names. But arg not all the reſt, except that 
Writer, poſitive in thoſe that they —_ And 
how then ſhall we prevent them from contradict- 
ing one another in the Names and Number? 
Champney ſets down the Names of Parker, in the 
firſt Place, and fourteen others, conſecrated at 
the Tavern. Wadfworth, the Year before him, 
had ſaid there was no more than an Attempt there 
to conſecrate Parker; but denies in effect, that he 
or any of Champney's fifteen were conſecrated 


there. Here is a glaring Contradiction, that 


ſtares him, and the other Writers, in the Face; 
of whom Fitz-Simon names four Perſons conſe- 
crated, and Parker at the Head of them; and 
Parſons's Prefacer five, without Parker; and they, 
as well as Champney, contradict not only Wadſ- 
worth, who makes not fo much as one ordained 
at that Place, but Conſtable allo, who names one, 
but none but Parker. And this Inconſiſtency 
and Contradiction, if we believe the Remarker, 
muſt come to no more than what he ſays, hey 
are not poſitive how many were conſecrated at that 

time. | 
But ſhould not Biſhop BrambalPs calling it ſo 
openly and roundly, a Fable wholly compoſed of ab- 
furd— contradictory Fiftions, have made the N 
mor 


LE) 
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thor of the Remarks think there might be ſome 
Occaſion for him to enquire whether the Biſhop, 
in this Place, had ſer down every particular In- 
ſtance of Inconſiſtency and Contradiction ? Or 
whether there might be any more to be found b 

looking into the Authors themſelves, which Bram- 
hall might omit, being drawn off, as it appears, 
by reflecting upon the other Abſurdities, of there 
being 4 no time of the Fatt named, or ſuch a time 
as was impoſſible ; of there being no Publick No- 
tary at the Conſecration, or no Man knowing who 
that Publick Notary was? If he had thought it 
worth his while to look into the Authors, would 
he not have found a direct Oppoſition in their 
Relations of the Ceremonial itſelf ? that there are 
two contrary Conſecrations recorded there, diſ- 
agreeing in the very Subſtance, the Matter and 
Form? Could he Jaw called this Diſagreement 
by the ſoft Name of an immaterial Difference, 
and inſignificant Variation? Or, which is ſtill 
worſe, would he not have found, that after Con- 
ſtables ſhort Sketch of Landaff's Story, and Sa- 
croboſco*s full Draught of it at the whole Length, 
relating that Biſhop's coming to the Nag's-Head, 
and all that paſſed there between him and Neale, 
and between him and our Biſhops; the Whole, 
and every Particular of it, ſhould be cut off all 
at once, by the two next Writers, who declare 
that Landaff never came to the Nag's-Head ? 
and that the whole Fabrick muſt have lain utter- 
ly demoliſhed, had not the Doctor of the Sor- 
bonne come in at laſt to Sacroboſco's Aſſiſtance, 
and ſet it up again upon the old Baſis of bringing 
Landaff in once more to act his Part upon the 
Stage? Could he have ſaid that this Diſagreement 
was no more than their correcting Sacroboſco's 


Miſtakes, of the Biſhoprick of Laudaſſe for Lan- 


3 Op. P. 437. 


daft, 


Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


daff, and Bomer for Bonner? But the Remarktr, = 


appears to be ſo well read in their own Writers, 
that he owns himſelf to be a perfect Stranger to 
any ſuch Diſagreement. * No poſitive Witneſs, he 
ſays, is even pretended to ſay, that Parker, Scory, a 
Landaff or Neale were not at the Nag's-Head 1o- 
gether, or to deny the other Particulars. Here we 
ſee again the Sincerity of his Profeſſion, of his 
taking the Pains to collect from, or to compare with, 
the 2 tbemſelves, what he ſays in his Remarks. 
Can there be any two more poſitive Witneſſes al- 
ledged, to ſay that which he tells us, None is even 
pretended to ſay, than the Prefacer to Parſons and 
Fitz-Simon ? The former ſays Landaff was ex- 
pected at the Tavern, and waited for by our Bi- 
ſhops for a long time, but diſappointed them at 
laſt, and never came at all to the Meeting: The 
latter ſpeaks as if he were not ſo much as expect- 
ed, but plainly ſays there was no Meeting at that 
Tavern, but only of our Biſhops and Scory; and 
before that Meeting Landaff had refuſed to exe- 
cute the Queen's Commiſſion, and the Iriſb Arch- 
Biſhop had been applied to, and refuſed to lay 
Hands upon them. Both theſe Writers are poſi- 
tive Witneſſes that Landaff was not at the Nag's- 
Head; and are they not then poſitive Witneſſes, 
that he and Neale, and Parker, and Scory, were 
not at the Nag's-Head together? Will he ſay that 
he means Witneſſes that were preſent at the time 
of the Fact? Do not they vouch one that it is pre- 
tended was preſent, the grand Eye- witneſs Neale 
himſelf, from whom at ſecond-hand both theſe 
Writers declare they had their Information ? See 
now the Fruits of the Remarker's Care and Pains 
in comparing his Remarks with the Authors ! See 
the Effect of his Confidence, which recommends 
him to the Catholicks as one of thoſe Teachers 


P. 189. | 
1 which 
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Is it that which he and Le _— ſer down from 


confer with Neale himſelf in the other World, | 


except they will ſay, You have the Story as we 
have it, and need not trouble your Heads about 


_ The Nacs-Hrap Fate 
which St. Paul ſpeaks of, that * underſtand nei- 
ther what they ſay, nor whereof they affirm. 


5. There needs no other Anſwer to be given by 
any Perſons whom he or Le Quien, &c. would 
perſuade into a Belief of the Tavern-Story, than 
to aſk, Which is the Story they are to believe? 


Champney? All that Story, from the Beginning 
to the End, is certainly falſe, if the Relation in 
the Preface to Parſons, or Fitz-Simon's Relation, is 
to be credited. All that Part of it which is re- 
lated both by Champney and Sacroboſco, of the 
Tranſaction at the Tavern, between Landaff and 
Neale, and our Biſhops, muſt be Fiction, if that 
be true which is told us by the other two Writers, 
That he never was at the Meeting at that Ta- 
vern, And all that remains in Champney, of Sco- 
7s performing the Office in the Manner that he 
relates, is as falſe, if the Ceremony was perform- 
ed according to the Account of it in thoſe two 
Writers. e cannot find any better Ground to 
believe Sacroboſco and Champney, than we have to 
believe the Prefacer to Parſons and Fitz-Simon, 
Both Sides warrant their Accounts by Neale's Au- 
thority, from whoſe Mouth they pretend to have 
the Story by very good Hands, Neale, no quet- i 
tion, told but oneStory, but how to come at it, by 
theſe diſagreeing and contradictory Reports, we 
Eannot tell. We muſt therefore (pond our Be- 
Hef till we can know what the Story is, and that, 
for ought we ſee, cannot be known till we can 


fee nothing that our Adverſaries can reply to this, 


« theſe inſgnifcant Variations; but take which 
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Ch. IV. thoroughly examintd and confuted. 
«« Side you pleaſe, provided you do but believe 
« the Story. 0 | 


6. The ſame might be the moſt eaſy and ef. Ie pre 
fectual Method to ſtop their Mouths, when they 7ence of 4 
bear us down with the conſtant and perpetual =" 
Tradition of the Tavern-Ordination, handed „- rr 406 
down all along among the Catholicks, ever ſince pred up- 
the time of the Fact. None of them proclaims onthe ſams 
this with greater Confidence than the Writer of Greund. 


ang 


che Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy *, * It's now a 


« Century of Years (he means at the time of his 
« writing) ſince the Nag's-Head Story happeneds 
« it hath been conſtantly related and credited 
« by wiſe Men, as a certain Truth, ever ſince 
ce the Year 1559.” If we expect to find * 
Proof of this bold Aſſertion in that Author, al 
that we have is that which follows a little lower. 
« That there hath been theſe hundred Years a 
« conſtant Tradition, between ſober and wiſe 
„Men, of the Nag's-Head Story, cannot be de- 
* nied by our Adverſaries, unleſs they be reſolv- 
« ed to ſay, that we Catholicks had no ſober or 


„ learned Men fince they left us. I hope the Ca- 
« tholick Biſhops and Doctors of Queen Mary's 
«« time were ſober and wiſe Men; they believed 


« this Story, and recounted it to Parſons, (his 
Prefacer, he ſhould have ſaid,) . Fitz-Herbert, 
„Dr. Kelliſon, Holywood, Dr. Ch » Fitz- 
« Simon, c. and they gave ſo much Cre- 
« dit to it that they publiſhed it in Print.“ 
Here this Writer (as weak as confident) takes for 
granted what he is to prove. The Point in Diſ- 
pute is, Whether the Nag's-Head Story ever hap- 
pened, (as he expreſſes it;) not Whether, if ſuch 
a Fact ever happened, their Biſhops and Doctors 
were not wi enough to know it, and forward 
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enough not only to relate it to their Friends in 
Confidence, but to make the whole Chriſtian 
World ring of it. His Buſineſs therefore was to 
prove firſt that there was really ſuch a Story; 
— all his Proof is, That their Biſhops and Doc- 
tors knew and related it, therefore there was ſuch 


a Story ; and they were wiſe and ſober Men, there- 


fore they muſt know and believe, and relate to 


the Catholicks, that there was ſuch a Story. How- 
ever, if his Confidence ſupplies his Want of Rea- 
ſon, and this is all we are to expect from him to 
make good what he aſſerts, how can it be helped? 
It is therefore more eaſy to put the Queſtion to 
any one that will undertake to anſwer for him, 
What is this Tradition? Is it that which the ſame 
Author in his firſt Work ſays Y he has taken out of 
Holywood”s, Conſtable's, and Champney's Works, 
which he had fet down juſt before», almoſt whol- 
ly in the Words of the Jaft of thoſe three Writers? 
Is this the conſtant, perpetual, undoubted Tradi- 
tion of the Story? There are three other Writers 


that follow Conſtable and Holywood at a little Diſ- 


tance, and writ about the ſame time with Champ- 
ey; the Prefacer to Parſons, Fitz-Simon, and Kel- 
liſon, who all three give us a Relation of the Story. 
Is it from the ſame Tradition that is related in the 
three former? Or is it not from a Tradition di- 
rectly oppoſite and contradictory? Which then of 
theſe two are we to believe to be the true and con- 
ſtant Tradition, related by their Wiſe Biſhops and 
Doctors as a certain Truth, ever ſince the Year 1559? 


Will they oblige us to believe that there was ſuch 


a conſtant Tradition, without telling us what it 


is? Their Doctors, he ſays, recounted it to Par- 


ſons*s Prefacer, Kelliſon, Holywood, Champney, 


and Fitz-Simon ; and they publiſhed it in Print. 


What? Did they recount it 10 Holywood and 


- ® Treatiſe of Cath, Faith and Hereſy, p. 9. Ib. p.7,8. 
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ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Champney, and alſo 10 the Prefacer to Parſons, 


and Fitz- Simon? then the Tradition they recount- 
ed to them is inconſiſtent with and contradictory 
to itſelf; for ſo it is, as it is publiſhed in Print by 


theſe Writers. The Doctors which he means 


muſt be Harding, Stapleton, Briſtow, and Rey- 
olds, Sc. It is a great pity that they themſelves 
did not print and publiſh their Relations, then we 


might have had the Satisfaction to ſee the ſame 


Agreement and Conſiſtency between their ſeveral 
Stories. Harding and Stapleton might have given 
us Sacroboſeo's and Champney's Tradition, Briſtow 


and Reynolds the Tradition in Par/ſons's Prefacer 


and Fitz-Simon ; or if they had given only that 
of the two firſt, what would become of the cer- 
tain Truth and Authority of the Tradition in the 
other two? 1 | 
But the ſame Writer, in his firſt Treatiſe aboye 
cited, is more poſitive, and ſpeaks home from his 
own Knowledge: x] have ſpoken both with Ca- 
« tholicks and Proteſtants that remember near 
&« fourſcore Years, and acknowledge that ſo lon 
ce they have heard the Nag's-Head Story related 
<« as an yndoubted Truth.“ This he ſays in the 
Words juſt before he goes on to the Tale of Bi-. 
ſhop Morton's Speech in the Houſe of Lords; and 
one would be tempted equally to diſpute his Ve- 
racity in both, That theſe Perſons were ſo old, and 
had ſo good Memories as to remember they had 
heard the Story related for certain, for ſo ! 
time; and That Biſhop Morton ſhould make uſe 
of ſuch a Story for a Proof of the Truth of our 
Ordination: But it is ill Manners to give him 
the Lye, and hard to diſprove their ſaying that 
which he is ſo confident as to tell us that he heard 
them ſay with his own Ears. It may be therefore 
more proper to aſk the Author of the Remarks 
(who produces this as a Teſtimony of great 


* P. 9. P. 186. 
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Authotity, and chimes in with him that * iz hay 
bren a conſtant Tradition among Catholicks) what 
Nay's-Hzad Story he ſuppoſes it to be, that his 
Author ſays theſe Perſons owned they had heard 
related as an undoubted Truth for near fourſcore 
Years? Which was it of the two oppoſite Nag's- 
Head Stories that we have been ſpeaking of? It 
muſt be that which the Author of the Treatiſe 


and the Remarter produce from Champney. That 


Author is wiſer (tho* the Remarker is not) than to 
tell us (after he ſays he took his Account out of 
Holywood's, Conſtables, and Champney's Works) 
that . — Prefacer, Fitz-Simon, and Kelliſon, 
in their Works, relate the ſame Account: And yet 
it is hard to believe but that he muſt have read 
the Story in theſe Writers as well as in the three 
former, tho' he might not be diſpoſed to com- 
pare them ſo nicely as to diſcover that they con- 
tradict one another. That might be no more his 
Buſineſs or Inclination than the Remarter's, to 
take ſuch extraordinary Pains to ſee whether the 
Hiftorians agreed among themſelves ; but this 
Neglect is more unhappy in the Remarker, be- 
cauſe it led him to declare poſitively, that the 
two Writers who contradict Champney are Wit- 
neſſes for him, and relate the ſame Account; and 
that no Witneſſes can be produced to ſay, what 
both of them affirm, that Parker, Scory, Lan. 
daff, and Neale, were not all at the Nag's-Head 
together at that time. 

He obſerves that the fourſcore Years (for which 
time thoſe Perſons ſaid they had heard the Story) 
carries the Account into Queen Elizabeth's Reign. 
It does ſo indeed, pretty far, (if we count back 


© from che Year 1657, when that Treatiſe was pub- 


liſhed) as high as before 1580. mare than twenty 

Years before the Death of that Queen, and with- 

in eighteen Years of the time of the Conſecration 
| 0 


Ch. IV. thorowghly examined and confuted. 


of our firſt Biſhops: And (which is more perti- 
nent to obſerve) it carries the Account up to the 
time when Sanders was writing, and had near 


finiſhed, his Hiſtory of the Engliſh Schiſm. - And 


can it be conceived that thoſe Perſons had heard 
the Story related at that time for an undoubted 
Truth, and yet that Hiſtorian ſhould at the ſame 
time be ignorant of it? Or if he had Knowledge 
of it, can it be imagined that he would * 
to give it a Place in his Hiſtory, when his Sub- 
ject, and his Bigotry and Zeal for Popery, and 
his Malice againſt the Reformers, muſt all oblige 
him to proclaim the ſcandalous Proceeding to the 
World? The Story itſelf furniſnes us with a par- 
ticular Reaſon why Sanders, if he had known of 
it, muſt not have paſſed it over in Silence. If it 
was the ſame conſtant Tradition from the begin- 
ning, as it was a Century of Years after (in the 


time of the Writer of the Nullity, Sc.) and aboye 


half a Century more now, at the time of the Re- 
marker's taking his Pen in hand; the Tradition 
muſt have come to Sanders, as it comes down 
now to us, in two Stories contradictory to each 
other, That Landaff was at the Nag's-Head, and 
That he was not at the Nag's-Head; and the fol- 
lowing Contradictions, as they are laid open a- 
bove. This the Hiſtorian muſt have perceived, 
and if he had any Concern for Truth, muſt have 
made 1t his Buſineſs to ſet the Matter right, and 
to reconcile this Diſagreement in the Relation; 
and he muſt have had it in his Power to do it 
with Eaſe, by conſulting the Perſons from whom 
he had his Information, and even Neale himſelf, 
who might without Difficulty have been ſpgken 
with, or writ to about the Matter (being, as 
> Wood informs us, at or near Qxford, from the 
time when he left Bonner to the End of his Lites) 
and by the true Anſwer which he would have had 
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from Neale, he could not fail of rectifying the 
Miſtake in the Tradition, and tranſmitting down 
to Poſterity one and the ſame Account of the Fact, 
as it really was; except the Oracle Neale himſelf | 
ſhould tell him two contradictory Stories; and | 
then indeed this would be a better Reaſon than 
any they give, why Sanders ſhould reſolve to be 
wholly filent in the Matter, and chuſe rather to 
drop the whole Tradition, and relate neither of 
the Stories, than to expoſe himſelf to the Loſs of 
his own Reputation, by committing a Piece of 
Hiſtory to Writing, ſo plainly inconſiſtent with 
and contragictory to itſelf. 


The Tradi- 7. To loſe no Evidences of the Tradition, the 
tion in the Remarker cites © the Author of the Legacy left to 
_ Proteſtants, printed Ann. 1654. who ſays he had 
tele his Account from two certain Witneſſes. The firſt 
Witneſs is Dr. Darbyſpire; the other, the Gentle- 
man whoſe Father, one of our Chief Fuſtices, was 

at Dinner with Arch-Biſhop Heath when he received 

a Letter from Bonner, out of the Marſhalſea, that 

#pon his having diſſuaded Oglethorp from ordaining 

them, they ordained one another in an Inn where 

they met together. The laſt Teſtimony, of the 

Chief Juſtice's Son from Bonner's Letter, I have 

had Occaſion to conſider 4 already, and ſhewed 

that it ſets aſide Sacroboſeo's and Champney's Story, 

as it makes Bonner's Priſon at that time to be the 

| Marſhalſea, and not the Tower, (from whence Sa- 

croboſco ſays he ſent his Chaplain to che Inn) and 

turns Kitchin of Landaff out of his Office of In- 

tended Conſecrator, as it makes not him but Ogle- 

** Carliſle, the Perſon whom Bonner writes 

he prevailed upon not to ordain the Prote- 
ſtant Biſhops ix his Dioceſs, and ſo had brought 
them under a Neceſſity of taking up with ſuch a 
Conſecration. Who now would envy the Remarker 


25 187. © Sup. p. 66. 
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ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
the Credit of accumulating ſo many ſubſtantial 


Witneſſes, to no other Purpoſe than for us to 


have the Satisfaction of ſeeing how they contradict 


one another? If the other Witneſs, Dr. Darby- 
ſhire, had related the Particulars of the Story, 


we might have ſeen the like 2 between 
him and the other Witneſſes before his Teſtimony 
was produced; but his is nothing more than this, 
That like Good Fellows they bad made themſelves Bi- 


ſhops at an Inn, becauſe they could not get true Biſhops 


to conſecrate them. How, and with what Ceremo- 
ny they made themſelves Biſhops, and whether 
Landaff or Oglethorp, or any other Perſons, were 
the true Biſhops whom they attempted to get to 
conſecrate them, but were refuſed ; in theſe Par- 
ticulars, and all the reſt of the Tranſaction, we 
have no Light from Dr. Darbyſhire, tho? he, be- 


ing Nephew to Bonner, (if not more nearly © re- 


lated) and Canon of St. Paul's, and the Biſhop's 
Chancellor, juſt before or at the time of the Con- 
ſecration of our firſt Biſhops, could not have fail- 
ed, if they were ordained at the Nag's-Head, to 


have had the ſame Account from his Uncle's 


Mouth, that Bonner ſent to Heath by Letter; and 
the Author of the Legacy, c. might have had 
as full and particular Information from him as he 
had from Bonner. Mr. Strype (* where he ſets 
down this Author's Account) nates in the Margin, 
that Dr. Darbyſbire died Ann. 1604, which being 
ſo near the time when the Story firſt appeared, 
being never publiſhed till by Sacreboſco the Year 
before, and not then come to Relliſon's Ears, who 
firſt tells us of his having heard a Report of it 
five Years after, Ann. 1608. we may have Reaſon 
to think, as Dr. Darbyſbire ſays no more of it, 
that he ſpake only what then came to be bruited 
abroad of the newly-invented Fable, then begin- 


* Strype's Memorials, Vol. 3. p. 111. Life of Matth. 
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ning to be credited and divulged among the Party; 
Dr. Darbyſpire, the _— lays, ſpoke what he 
knew; but the Author ſhould have aſſured us, 
that he declared that what he ſpoke was true, of 
his own Knowledge, He was old enough, and 
near at hand, to have had the Story preſently 
from his Uncle, or from his Chaplain Neale him- 
felf at the firſt hand. But if Bonner never had 
it related to him by Neale (as will be put out of 
Diſpute when we come to the Caſe between that 
Biſhop and Horne) and conſequently Neale never 
had any ſuch Story to tell him, (which, if he had, 
muſt have been his firſt Buſineſs after his Return 
from the Tavern) then we may very well call it 
in queſtion, whether Darbyſbire ever heard of it 
from Bonner or Neale, and ſo what becomes of 
— enge Aſſeveration, that he ſpoke what he 


Te Tradi- 8. After the Legacy left to Proteſtants, we might 
tion in H. have expected the Remarker ſhould have produced 
1 farther Evidence, from another Treatiſe, printed 
on the the very next Year (1655.) at Paris, by H. V. 
Marks of The Title of it is, Meditations upon the Marks of 
the True he True Church: And the Author, in his Medi- 
Church. tation upon the Mark of Apoſtolical Succeſſion, to 
ruin the Pretenſions of the Church of England to 
that Mark of a True Church, gives an Account 
of Matters relating to the Ordination of our firſt 
Biſhops, ſo very ſingular and ſurprizing, that it 
well deſerves to be ſet down entire in his own 
Words, to ſhew the uniform and conſtant Tradi- 
tion, as it came down to him at that time. He 
ſays s, . The Catholicks urge very poſitive and 
« probable Arguments to convince the Proteſtants 
„ unlawful Calling; and that they had not any 


P 121, & ſeg 2 
« firſt, 


Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 123 
« firſt, the Catholick Biſhops all of them abſq« 
1 lutely refuſed to conſecrate any of the Prote. 
« ſtants; who ſeeing this, and not hoping to 
« obtain it of them in a fair Way, aimed at the 
x getting of it by under-hand Dealing; but that 
« Good Old and Infirm Biſhop h (of whom they 
« thought to have taken Orders without diſcover- 
« ing that they were Proteſtants) having got ſome 
« Hints of their Deſign, rejected them. Their 
e next Plot was the producing of a Regiſter, 
« in which were ſet down the Names of divers 
« Proteſtant Biſhops, ordained by ſuch and ſuch 
« Catholick Prelates; but the forging and Fraud 
« of this Regiſter was ſoon laid open by the Ca- 
« tholick Party, and ſo that Attempt ceaſed, 
*The next Machine they moved was by an Or- 
« der from the Court, for ſome Divines and 
« Lawyers to conſult about a new Form of 
«© making Clergymen, without Dependence on 
« the Church of Rome; but the Ridiculouſneſs of 
te this AdJvvaroy ſoon made that Conventicle deſiſt 
« At length therefore they reſolved to ordain each 
te other without more ado, which ſeven or eight 
« of them ventured upon all in one Day private- 
« ly, in an Inni, and without any Witneſles. 
6 And laſtly, Queen Elizabeth and the Parlia- 
« ment ordained, That all who had the Queen's 
Letters Patents to be Biſhops, ſhould be ac- 
« knowledged for True Biſhops, notwithſtanding 
« wharſoever Defect might have happened in the 
« Conſecration of them.“ | 


9. The Hiſtory and Chronology of this Writer 7. . 
8 very extraordinary, as well as his reading in the /urdities 
Writers before him, from whom he would ſeem * the Me- 
to have taken his Account of the Facts that he deres 


age. 
In the 1 | Biſho of i In the . 
relates. 
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relates. Firſt he ſays their Biſhops all of them ab. 
folutely refuſed to conſecrate any of the Proteſtants. 
Here Harding might have taught him, that it was 
poſſible that they were not every one of them 
aſked, who ſays they k either tvere not required, or 
refuſed to. conſecrate them: And probably molt of 
the Popiſh Biſhops were never deſired, having, 
before Parker was elected Arch-Biſhop, | had the 
Oath of Supremacy tendered to them, and ſuffer- 
ed themſelves to be deprived for refuſing to take 
it; fo that their Minds were ſufficiently known, 
that it would be to no purpoſe to aſk them to * 
form the Office of conſecrating him or any of his 
Brethren, which they could not do without ten- 
dring the Oath to them which they themſelves had 
ſo lately refuſed. But grant that they were all 
aſked, and abſolutely refuſed, what had Parker 
and the other Proteſtant Prelates then to do? 
The Author tells us of three Expedients they 
made Trial of, before they reſolved upon the 
Nayg's-Head Ordination. Firſt they attempted to 
put a Trick upon one of the Popiſh Biſhops, 
Oglethorp of Carliſle, and to get themſelves or- 
dained by him without diſcovering that they were 
Proteſtants : When this failed, they forged a 
Regiſter of their Conſecration by ſuch and ſuch 
(nor Proteſtant, but) Catholick. Biſhops: When 
that was proved to be a Forgery, then they had a 
Meeting of Divines and Lawyers to conſult about 
a Form of making Biſhops without Dependence 
upon the Pope: And when this was faund to be 
impracticable, at laſt they reſolved to meet at the 


Wy Nag's-Head- Inn, and ordain one another; but 


were ſo wiſe as to do it privately and without any 
Witneſſes: And Queen Elizabeth and the Parlia- 
ment (which is the only thing wherein he appears 


2 Petection of Jewell's Errors, &e. |, 234» | : Strype's 
Annals, Val. 1. P. 143. 2581 
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Ch. IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


to follow ſome of the old Authors) ordered that 


ſtanding any Defects in their Conſecration. A 

For the firſt Project, of getting Orders, by a 
Trick, from the Biſhop of Carliſle, without his 
perceiving that they were Proteſtants; how can it 
be imagined to be practicable? except the Old 
infirm Biſhop had ſo far loſt his Sight, and his 


Hearing, and his Head too, as not to be able 


to give the Candidates for the Order any previous 
Examination; or, when he came to perform the 
Ceremony, to ſee the Difference between conſe- 
crating them by the Ordinal of King Edward, 
and by the Roman Pontifical ; and between their 
taking, before him, the Oath in the Ordinal to 
the Queen's, and that in the Pontifical to the 
Pope's Supremacy : Or elſe, that they thought 
of making the ſame Attempt upon him that the 
Writer of the Nullity m impudently ſays they 
actually made upon Landaf, to inveigle him into 
a Tavern, and there with good Words and good 
Cups, to bring the Old Man to a good Humour; 
that is, to diſpoſe him to give them the Order, 
without enquiring what their Faith or Religion 
was, or of what Church they profeſſed themſelves 
to be. The Biſhop, the Meditation ſays, had got 
ſome Hints of their Deſign, and fo rejected them: 
Bur the Author might have read, a Year before, 
in the Legacy to Proteſtants, (where Oglethorp was 


firſt brought upon the Stage, none being ever 


mentioned before but the 1riſþ Arch-Biſhop and 
Landaſf) another Story, from Bonner's Letter to 
Heath, whereby it appears that, if they addreſſed 


themſelves to Oglethorp, they had no Deſign of 


under-hand Dealing, but acted fairly and above- 
board, and came near to bring that Biſhop to a 


Compliance, had not Bonner ſtept in and diſſauded 


m p. 78. 


2 —ů — 


him; 
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they ſhould be owned for true Biſhops, notwith- 


The Naos-Hzap Fane 


him: So that here again we have the Satisfaction 
of ſeeing two contradictory Stories of the ſame 
Perſon, in two Authors that writ within a Year 
of one another: To our full Conviction (to be 
fure) that there was always among the wiſe and 
ſober Catholicks, one and the ſame conſtant, cer. 
tain, and undoubted Tradition of the Nag's-Head 
. Sto . : 
For their next Plot, of a Regiſter of Popiſh 
Conſecrators of our Biſhops, the Fraud and Forge- 
ry whereof, he ſays, was laid open by the Catho- 
lick Party, and ſo a Stop put to the Attempt: If 
this Regiſter was, as he makes it, produced by 
the Proteſtants, and exploded and ſilenced by the 
Catholicks, before the Conſecration at the _ 
Head (between which and this Regiſter he makes 
them try another Zxpedient) how ſhall we recon- 
cile that Fact to the Order of Time? None of 
their Writers ever pretended to ſay that we had 
forged a Regiſter before Fitz-Herbert, (Ann. 1613.) 
and Fitz-Simon and others ſoon after him; and if 
the time of that Conſecration was not till after 
we had produced this Regiſter, and the Catholick 
Writers had laid open the Forgery of it; the 
Date of the Conſecration muſt be removed half 
a Century lower, from 1559 to 1613. and ſome 
Years after (for that was the time when our Re- 
giſter had been produced, and the ſeveral Writers 
took it in hand to ſhew it was forged) and our 
Biſhops, if they could have lived ſo long, muſt 
have waited all that time to invent that Regiſter, 
and offer it to the World; and when they found 
it would not do, nor the other Machine (as he 
calls it) which they moved after it, then they muſt 
have appointed the Meeting at the Nag's-Head to 
ordain one another. Such as this is H. Ws Skill 
in the Chronology of that time, which he ſhews 
in his Meditations. However, this Project of a 
Regiſter is not of his own Invention; but wy 
1 


Ch.IV. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Words are cited in the Remarker, * know they 
have tried many Ways, and feigned an old Record 
to prove their Ordination from Catbolick Biſbops z 
which Record he proceeds to prove to be falſe by 
what he had heard from his two Witneſſes, Dr. 
Darby/hire and the Son of the Chief Juſtice. Mr. 
Strype o, who has it from the Legacy as well as the 
Remarker, underſtands that Parker's Regiſter ts 
meant by this Record, as he might well do, bee 
cauſe no other was ever produced by any Prote- 
ſtant Writer, or pretended to be diſp by any 
of theirs; but if the ſecond Writer H. V. may 
be conceived to give us the Meaning of his Fore» 
Man the Author of the Legacy, the Old Record ta 
prove their Ordination from Cathalick Biſhops muſt 
be a Regiſter wherein were ſet down the Names of 
divers Proteſtants ordained Biſhops by ſuch and fuch 
Catholick Prelates ; whoſe Names too we muſt pre- 
ſume were ſet: down in the ſame. Regiſter, and 
cannot be the Names of Catbolick Prelates, if they 
were Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hoadgskins ; 
nor can this be underſtood of Parker's Regiſter, 
bur of another, firſt diſcovered in theſe two Wri- 
ters, and never otherwiſe heard of either before 
or ſince, but in the Remarker ; and we may leave 
it to him, if he ever took the Pains to underſtand 
what the Author of the Legacy means by the Old 


Record which he charges us with the Forgery of, 

to let us know where that Record and Regiſter is 

to be found. | Ts 
H. V. diſcovers as great Skill in Hiftory and 


Chronology, in his Account of the next Machine 


that they moved, a Conſultation of Divines and 


Lawyers about a new Form of making Clergy- 
men without any Dependence 'upon the Church 


*P. 187. * Life of Matth, Puke, p. 59. 2 


he agrees better with the Author of the Legacy, 
who had diſcovered it a Year before him; and his 


- 
uſer ————— ů ů — 
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of Rome. Of what Time, and what Perſons, 
and what Form, this Piece of Hiſtory is to be 
underſtood, it is hard to determine. *Tis a New 
Form, about which: they were to conſult by an 
Order from Court in the Queen's Time; it cannot 
therefore be that Form or Manner of electing, 
confirming, and conſecrating Arch-Biſhops and 
Biſhops without the Pope's Bull, which was eſta - 
bliſned by Act of Parliament, 25 Hen. VIII. nor 
that which was eſtabliſned in King Edward's 
Reign, when the new Ordinal came into the Place 
of the Roman Pontifical : And yet Queen Eliza- 
beth introduced no other Form, but only revived 
in her firſt Parliament, that which had been en- 
acted before by the Laws of her Father and Bro- 
tber: So that it is plain there was no new Form 
that ſome Divines and Lawyers met at that time 
by Order from Court to conſult about. This 
Author indeed ſays, that the Conventicle that met 
about it were obliged to deſiſt upon the Ridicu- 
louſneſs and Impracticableneſs of contriving ſuch 
a Form, of making Clergymen without any De- 
pendence on the Church of Rome. And yet ſuch 
a Form, notwi ing the Ridieulouſneſs and 
Impracticableneſs of it, had been conſulted about 
and eſtabliſhed by Law ſo long before Queen Eli- 
zabetb's time as the Year 1534, 25 Hen. VIII. and 
— in Practice conſtantly from that time to the 
rſt Year of that Queen; without the Biſhops 
being made with any Recourſe to the See of 
Rome, but during the ſhort Reign of Queen Ma- 
7y 3 ſo that the Story of this Conſultation is nei- 
er a le to the Matter of Fact nor the Or- 


-der of Time. 

After all this great Accuracy in the Writer of 
the Meditations, it is not to be wondered at, that 
when he comes to make them ordain one another 
at the Inn, he ſhould offer to be more preciſe and 

exact in the Number of the Perſons my 


. OTC COTE 2p 
Ch. IV. © thoroughly examined and confuted. 129 
than the Writers before him. Champney had 
made them fifteen z others one, or four, or five by 
Name, and ſome nameleſs ; but he thinks ſeven or 
eight a moderate and competen® Number. But what 
is moſt extraordinary is, that he tells us thoſe ſeven 
or eight, who ventured to ordain one another, perform- 
ed the Ceremany fo privately, as to do it without 
any Witneſſes. What ſhall we think now of the 
Old Story of the Principal Eye-witneſs Mr. Neale, 
who (as Biſhop P Bramball expreſſes it) as the 
$ 2M was the Witneſs, was the Notary, was the 
Chief Engineer of Forgery, was the All in this Diſ- 
covery; as well as of the other Catholick Witneſſes 
of entire Credit, which Conſtable ſpeaks of; be- 
fides Old Fairclotb, and John Stow, of the greater 
Authority becauſe Proteſtants ? If this Author's 
Account is to be regarded, there was not one 
Soul preſent but the ſeven or eight Biſhops them- 
ſelves, who were both the Conſecrators and the 
Perſons conſecrated ; and, as they took care that 
no body elſe ſhould be there; to be a Witneſs for 
or againſt them, but themſelves, they muſt be the 
only Notaries preſent to draw up an Act of the 
Conſecration: And if theſe ſeven or eight were 
true to one another, and to their Deſign of keep- 
ing the Fact private and concealed from the reſt 
of the World, how ſhould either H. W. or any 
one elſe, before or after him, come to have heard 
a Word of the Story? | | 


10. Such was the Tradition, as it came down The Ola 
to theſe two Authors, the Writer of the Legacy Tradition 
left to Proteſtants, and H. W. at the Diſtance' of in S<r0: 


half a der way een the time when it was firſt 292, 42 


* 5 in theſe 
committed to Writing by Sacroboſco in his Book De writes, 


inveſtigandd Chriſti Eccleſid, or, (as we may render and reviv- 


it) is Meditations upon the Marks of the True Cbureb; *4 %y the 
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and within four or five Years of the time when 
the Author of the Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy 
of England tells us (Ann. 1659.) it had been 4 con- 


ftantly heard, credited and related by the wiſe and 


ſober Catholicks for a Century compleat. What Tra- 


dition muſt we ſuppoſe that Author to mean, re- 


lated all along by the Wiſe and Sober Catholicks ? 
Is it the Tradition in theſe two Writers juſt be- 
fore him? Or is it that which he had, two Years 
after, in his firſt Treatiſe (Ann. 1657.) copied 
out from the old Writers Champney and Sacroboſco? 
Can it be faid that this and theirs is the ſame Tra- 
dition, when the Legacy tells a Story of Ogle- 
thorp, from ſo good Authority as a Letter of Bon- 
ner 's, quite contrary to Sacroboſcos and C bampney's 
Account of Landaff; and the Meditations, 1n- 
ſtead of the old Hiſtory, give us ſuch a new and 
ſtrange Relation, as ſhews the Author, as well as 
his Hiſtory, to be an Original? By this we may 
judge of the Strength a the Argument in the 
Writer of the Nullity, which he ſtrenuouſly urges 
for(not the Certainty and Conſtancy only, but) the 
Indefectibility of this Tradition. 4 Time (he ſays) 
may wear out Writings, and other Monuments, but 
Tradition will laſt as long as Men and Time, it is a 
never-decaying Evidence, &c. But if it had not been 
for the Writings of Champney and Sacroboſco, 
what would have become of the Old Tradition, 
inſtead of which we have ſuch a Relation in the 
Legacy and Meditations, fo little time before the 
Writer of the Treatiſe of Catholick Faith, &c. 
took it in hand? Was not the Tradition in a 
manner loſt, or very much decayed, when theſe 
two Wiſe and Sober Catholicks, the Authors of the 
Legacy and the Meditations, came to give an Ac- 
count of it, and not recovered, but by the Au- 
thor of the Tyratiſe's having — to that 


1 P-75. Ibid. 
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Ch. IV. thorotighly examined and confuted. 

which he found in the Old Writers? without 
which Way of wake the Account, it might 
have paſſed from theſe two juſt before him, under 


a quite contrary Appearance to that which. it had 
before or ſince. I might add (as has been ſhewed 


before) that the Tradition in Sacyoboſco was almoſt 


dropt from. the Memory of Man, or a contrary 
Tradition diſcovered, fo early after him as by the 
time that the Prefacer to Parfons and Fitz-Simon 
came to publiſh their Relations; wherein they ſer 
his Story aſide, as Champney afterwards did theirs; 
from whoſe time, the Tradition has appeared in 
Print (in him and 5 one Side, and 
Fitz- Simon and Parſons's Prefacer on the other) 
in two Stories phinly contradictory to one ano- 


ther, almoſt in every Particular. Which when 


the Author of the Remarks, or Le Quien, or any 

body elſe, can reconcile, then it may paſs for one 

2 the ſame conſtant, certain, and undoubted Tra- 
R i Fr 
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CHAP: V. | 
The Abſurdities in the Particulars of the Story. 
Scory's being ordained by ſome who were juſt 
before ordained by bim. Parker and the Bi- 
— repreſented as acting the Part 1 Fools 
or Madmen. The Pretence falſe, that they 
were forced by the Refuſal of the Popiſh Bi- 
ops to ordain them. Champney's Intro- 
duction to his Narrative. His Inconſiſtency 
4 with himſelf in regard to the Time. His 
3 abſurd Repreſentation of Landaft's Obedi- 
144 ence to the Queen's Mandate. Landaff could 
never have an Opportunity of coming to the 
Tavern to conſecrate Parker. Champney's 
Relation abſurd in the Account of Bonner 
and Neale. The Abſurdity of his Account of 
Scory and the Conſecration performed by him. 
Our Biſhops Admiſſion into their Sees, and 
continuing in Poſſeſſion of them, impoſſible, if 
they had that Conſecration. The Pretence 
that the Parhament confirmed the Ordina- 
tion at the Nag's-Head. Le Quien's falſe 
and ſcandalous Account of Arch-Biſhop Par- 
ker Conduct in the Parliament, 8 Eliz. 


TheAbſur- 1. Nough has been ſaid to deſtroy the Credit 
1 dities in I of the Hiſtory and Tradition of the Ta- 
| — Parti- vern- Ordination, by comparing the Writers of 
I 4757 , the Story to ether, and laying open their Incon- 
the Story. _— n 

ſiſtencies and Contradictions. It will be as effec- 
41 rually deſtroyed, if we conſider the many palpa- 
| . | ble Abſurdities which difcover themſelves in the 
I Particulars of the Story in their Narratives, _ 
| ma 


Ch. v. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
make it impoſſible to look upon it either as a 
true and credible, or as a ſerious Piece of Hiſ- 


cory. N oft 


2. One Inſtance might be ſufficient, from the Scory's 


laſt Act of the Comedy, as Fitz-Simon' calls it, of 
Biſhop Scory's humble Submiſſion, .after he had / 


dained by 


given the Order to Parker and his Brethren, to ane Per- 
kneel down and to receive the ſame Order from /ons who 
ſome one or more of them. This is told us with vert Juſt 


Aſſurance by that Writer and b Sacroboſco, how- 
ever oppoſite they are to one another in the other 
Parts of their Relations. And e Champney, tho? 
he does not ſet down this Particular in his Narra- 
tive, yet 1s willing to make uſe of it, to prove 
that Scory was no true Biſhop. But can it be 
imagined that theſe Writers were under any Con- 
cern to relate nothing in this Particular but what 
was real Matter of Fact ; and not rather that their 
Buſineſs was to ſtick at nothing that would make 
the Mock-Conſecration as ridiculous and ſcanda- 
lous as they were capable of repreſenting it? For 
could our Prelates, if they had any Senſe of Re- 
ligion, or Uſe of their Reaſon, at the time when 
they were to be promoted to the higheſt Function 
in Chriſt's Church, and to act their Parts in the 
Celebration of a ſacred Office, have been guilty 
of ſo great Folly and Profaneneſs? Could Parker 
and the others pretend to receive the Epiſcopal 
Order from Scory, and, as ſoon as they had re- 
ceived it, proceed immediately to declare that he 
had no more Power to make them Biſhops, than 
any of them had to make him? What Need had 
they of him for their Conſecrator, .or how could 
they be the better for it, if he was of no higher 
Order than themſelves? Might they not with as 
good Reaſon have left him out, and have laid 


svp. p. 13, The: + > Supr, p.99. Supr. p. 84. | 
K 3 Hands 


before or- 
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Hands upon one another? Parker, as the firſt, 
laying his Hands upon the reſt, and then they 
all or ſome of them riſing up and laying their 


Hands upon him? If they choſe to 


ave their 


. Confecration from Scory, it muſt be becauſe he 
had been owned, by the Proteſtants at leaſt, to 
be a Biſhop in King Edward's time; and would 
they then have plainly acknowledged that, tho! 
he was ſo reputed formerly, yet at this time th 

did not look upon him to be a Biſhop, but knew 


that he was really no more than what they them- 


ſelves were as much as he; that is, in no higher De- 


greethan that of Prieſthood? Or would he, who had 
acted as a valid and legal Biſhop in King Edward's 
Reign, and had no Reaſon, upon Proteſtant Prin- 
ciples, to think otherwiſe of himſelf, than that 
he had truly received the Epiſcopal Order from 
Cranmer and his other Conſecrators, would he 
have now ſo degraded himſelf, as at the time when 
he was executing the Epiſcopal Function in or- 
daining others, to confeſs that he was no Biſhop, 
but of the ſame Order with them whom he was 
ordaining, and that any of them had as good 
Right and Authority to ordain him, and he him- 
ſelt ſtood in as much Need to be ordained by them? 
If we could ſuppoſe them to act ſo plainly againſt 
their own Senſe and Reaſon, if they had any; it 
is {till farther to be conſidered, that both the 
Father and the Sons muſt take upon them in the 
Action to confer the Gifts and Graces of the 
Bleſſed Spirit annexed to the Ceremony of Ordi- 
nation; and is it not an Horror to conceive, that 
they ſhould audaciouſly and facrilegiouſly make 
no more of ſuch a folemn Part of Religion, and 
of giving and receiving the Holy Ghoſt, than a 
Jeſt and Mockery? When the Author of Don 
Quixote comes to make his Hero, inſtead of en- 
tering the Liſts againſt ſome rival Knight or Gi- 
ant, prepare himſelf for a deſperate ] * 
8 WI 


7 
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with the /indmills, we need nothing farther to 
ſatisfy us that it was not his Deſign to give us true 
Hiſtory, but Romance: So whatever we might 
think of all that occurs in the Nag's-Head Story, 
before we come to this Part of it; here we muſt 
be under a Conviction, that the Writers had no 
other Intent, but to ſay any thing that would beft 
ſerve to ridicule and expoſe the Reformation, tho? 
it might be ſo abſurd that no Man could poſſibly 
give any Credit to it: To repreſent theſe firſt Bi- 
ſhops of the Proteſtant Church of England as go- 
ing into the Place of Conſecration, to come out 
again inveſted not with their Mitres and Rochets, 
but each of them with a Fool's Cap and Coat, or 
a Sanbenito; to make them 5 their Ordination 
in a Circle, their having the Epiſcopal Order from 
none but Scory, and his having the ſame Order 
from none but them; as if he had led them to 
join Hands and dance in a Ring, he giving firſt 
to Parker the Right Hand of Fellowſhip, and 
Parker giving it to another, and he to a third, 
till the laſt in the Round gave it to Scory; and 
after this Merriment, ſaluting one another Biſhops. 


3. But it is not only in the laſt Act, but in the parkerand 
whole Plot and Deſign of the Play, that our Pre- the Biſbep 
lates are repreſented as acting the Part of Fools present. 
or Madmen. For could it be any thing elſe, for 2 fe 
Men that had by a gracious Diſpenſation of Pro- oo of 

vidence, after their Sufferings in the former Reign, Feo/s or 
a Way now opened for them to be promoted to Madmen. 
the higheſt Stations in the Church, as well as to a 
great Degree of Honour in the State, and Reve- 
nues ſuitable to it, by the Favour of the Queen, 
with the Concurrence and Approbation of all the 
_ Nobility, Gentry, and People, that were not Ene- 
mies to the Reformation; for theſe Men, whom 
our Adverſaries make ſo greedy and ambitious of 
their Preterments, by their own Conduct to de- 
7 5 | K 4 feat 
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feat the Hopes and Expectations of themſelves 
and their Friendg, and to make it impoſſible for 
them to be owned or admitted for Biſhops, or to 
be inveſted with the ſpiritual Juriſdiction, or tem- 
poral Dignity and Revenue, belonging to their 
Sees? The Canons of the Church, and the Laws 
of the Realm, had preſcribed the Method where- 
in our Biſhops were to be made, and the Govern- 
ment were then taking the proper Meaſures to 
make them Biſhops in a canonical and legal Way, 
To conſider it firſt in Parker's Caſe, who was to 
be made Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury in the room 
of Poole, lately deceaſed. Queen Elizabeth no- 
minated him to the Arch-Biſhoprick ; but if we 
look into the Account of him in Hiſtory, we find 
d with how great Difficulty, and a Reluctance al- 
moſt invincible, he was. at length brought to ac- 


cept of that Promotion. He was thought of, it 
appears, ſoon after the Queen's Acceſſion to the 


Throne, and had an Intimation of it given him 
by a Letter from his great Friend the Lord Keeper 
Bacon, as early as the Beginning of Decemb. 1538. 
But the other Letters that paſſed from that time as 
far as to the End of May following, between him 
and the Lord Keeper and Secretary Cecil, and his 
own Letter afterwards to the Queen herſelf, when 
he was come up in Obedience to her Commands, 
ſhew the little Ambition he had to be made Arch- 
Biſhop, or rather his utter Averſeneſs to be ad- 


vanced to that high Station. When he' was at laſt 


brought to ſubmit to the Queen's Pleaſure, then 
© ſoon after, July 18, a Conge d Eſlire was ſent 
down to the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury, 
by whom, on the firſt of Augulſt following, he was 
elected Arch-Biſhop, After his Election was con- 
firmed, the Government were proceeding imme- 


4 Burnet's Hiſt. of Reform. Part 2. p. 379, 401. Collect. 
p. 353, & ſeq. | © Burnet's Hi. ibid. p. 402. Strype's Life 
of Matth. Parker, p. 52, leni 
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diately to compleat his Advancement to that Dig- 
nity in the uſual Forms 3 and the Queen's Letters 
Patents, ſignifying her Aſſent to his Election, 
with a Command to ſix Biſhops to confirm and 
conſecrate him, were drawing up and paſſing the 
Seals in the Offices of the Secretary, Lord Privy- 
Seal, and Lord Keeper; and the f Great Seal was 
put to them the ninth of September. That this 
was doing, Parker, at whoſe Expence it was to 
be ſollicited and expedited in the ſeveral Offices, 


could not be ignorant; and can it be conceived, 


that he who had ſo long ſtood out, and with ſo 


great Earneſtneſs declined his Promotion, ſhould 


now, when it was ſo near the Point of being ef- 
fected, on a ſudden be in ſuch great Haſte, as 


not to have the Patience to wait for a few Days, 
till the Letters Patents ſhould paſs the Broad Seal, 


or a little longer till the Mandate ſhould be exe- 
cuted ; but of his own Head to take a Courſe ro 
get himſelf conſecrated (as Champney makes him) 
before the time; not with a previous Confirma- 
tion of his Election, nor with four Biſhops to 
perform the Ceremony of his Conſecration, at 
a proper Time and Place, and by the Form ap- 
pointed by Law; but ſo as to break through all 
Laws divine and human, and to lay aſide not 
only the canonical and legal Forms, but all the 


Solemnities of Religion? Could he be ſo weak 


or wild as to imagine that this Method would be 
of any Service to him, to get himſelf legally in- 
ſtalled in the Arch-Biſhoprick ? Could he think 


that the Queen, who (tho? ſhe almoſt courted him 


to be Arch-Biſhop) had not the leaſt Thought of 
preferring him, but in the Way preſcribed b 
the Law, would, when ſhe ſaw herſelf ſo muc 
abuſed by this Mock-Conſecration, have admit- 
ted him into her Preſence, and given him leave to 


Barnet, p. 402. Strype, p. 54- 
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do Homage to her as a true and lawful Arch. 
Biſhop, and to have her Writ for the Reſtiturion 
of his Temporalties? Would ſhe have allowed 
him the Place belonging to his Dignity in her 
Court and Council, to have Precedence before 
the Great Officers of State and Peers of the Realm, 
there and in all other publick Aſſemblies? Could 
his Friends, the Lord Keeper and Secretary Cecil, 
adviſe and encourage the Queen to make herſelf 
a Party in fo ſcandalous a Neglect and Contempt 
both of Religion and the Laws of Church and 
State; and, when nothing but his own Folly and 
Madneſs could occaſion his Violation of them, to 
connive at it, and to make uſe of her Royal Au- 
thority in his Favour, in Derogation to the Ca- 
nons, and to the Statutes of her Father and Bro- 
ther, ſo lately re-eſtabliſhed by herſelf in her firſt 
Parliament? Muſt we not rather think, that the 
Queen either ſent for him at firſt out of Bedlam 

to be made Arch-Biſhop, or that when, after the 
Part he had acted at the Nag's-Head, he preſumed 
to offer himſelf to her, ſhe would have ſent her 
new Metropolitan to that Hoſpital, to enjoy the 
Satisfaction of his Advancement in the Society of 
Lunaticks there? Or muſt we not think of him, 
that it was his Deſire to be there or any where elſe 
rather than at Lambeib; and that what he did at 
the Tavern was in order to carry on his Deſign of 
delivering himſelf from the Burthen of that great 
Charge which he had been ſo much afraid of, 
and to fruſtrate the Attempts of the Queen and 
her Miniſters, by putting it out of their Power 
to accompliſh their Intentions of raiſing him to a 
Poſt for which he had an utter Averſion? This 
Pains he muſt, according to Champney, be ſup- 
poſed to take, ut fabula ſieret, for no other Pur- 
poſe but to make himſelf the Jeſt and Sport of 
all Perſons, Friends and Enemies, Proteſtants, 
and Papiſts or Puritans, The like Frenzy r. 
ave 


Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


have poſſeſſed the other Prelates, who were in- 
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tended to be his Suffra Some of them had 


been nominated and elected to their Sees before or 
ſoon after him, but were by Law to be confirmed 


and conſecrated before they could be in compleat 


Poſſeſſion of their Biſhopricks; and for their 
Confirmation and Conſecration the Queen's Man- 


date was to be iſſued out to the Arch-Biſhop, 


after his own Conſecration was over; as it was 
for ſome of them the very Day after he was con- 
ſecrated, Decemb. 18. They were ſure, that in 
due time their own Conſecration would follow 
his; and as ſure, that without being confirmed by 
his Authority they could not have any Benefit of 
their Election, or of any other Conſecration, up- 


on their being elected only, without that Election 


being confirmed: But Parker's Example, we muſt 
preſume, encouraged them not to wait ſo long, 
but to make uſe of the Opportunity of being con- 
ſecrated at the ſame Time and Place, and in the 
ſame Manner with their Metropolitan, inſtead of 
ſtaying till he ſnould be inveſted with Authority 
to give them a legal Confirmation and Conſecra- 
tion; that is, we muſt 2 they were in a 
Humour likewiſe to go and bear him Company in 
Bedlam, rather than to wait ſo long as till they 
might have a legal Right and Title to ſit together 
with him upon the Biſhops Bench. This is an In- 
ſtance of Nolumus Epiſcopari, a Declaration that 
they were reſolved to be No Biſhops ; the like of 
which was never heard of before or ſince, And 
can we believe that their Writers were in earneſt, 
when they give the World ſuch an Account of 
the Conduct of our Arch-Biſhop and Biſhops? 
Or that they had any other Deſign than to make 
a pleaſant Story of it, to expoſe the Reformed 
Church of England, and to divert their Catholick 


Readers? 


4. And 
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The Pr.. 4. And what Neceſſity are our Prelates ſup. 
tence falſe poſed to be under of getting themſelves to he 
#bat tht) thus conſecrated? It was, becauſe all their Biſhops, 
— 1 % and Landaff beſides, had refuſed to conſecrate 
Popiſh Bi. Parker and his Brethren. But this Pretence is 
ſhops re- enough. to deſtroy the Credit of the Tavern-Ordi- 
e #0 nation, if it be ſuppoſed to be done at Champney's 
ttm time. It muſt have been, according to him, 
ſome time before the ninth of September, becauſe, 
as he attempts to prove, 8 Parker muſt have been 
compleatly Arch-Biſhop before that Day. If fo, 
then all the Popiſh Biſhops muſt have, before that 
time, refuſed to conſecrate him, and he have been 
forced, upon their rejecting him, to get himſelf 
conſecrated at the Nag's-Head. Could then all 
the Popifh Biſhops have refuſed, and yet three of 
them, Tonſtall of Durham, Bourne of Bath and 
Wells, and Poole of Peterborough, be named and 
required to be his Conſecrators in the Queen's 
Mandate that paſſed the Seal the ninth of Septem- 
ber? If they had refuſed before that time, and he 
thereupon had been otherwiſe conſecrated, could 
it be poſſible for the Government at that time to 
appoint thoſe three Biſhops to be of the Number 
of his Conſecrators? Or if Landaff too had re- 
fuſed, could he have been appointed for one in 
this Commiſſion, and in a ſecond in December, 
three Months after? So well does this pretended 
Fact agree with the time alloted for it in the Hiſ- 

torian. | | 
We need not diſpute whether Tonſtall, Bourne, 
and Poole, the three Popiſh Biſhops in the Com- 
miſſion of September q, refuſed to join with the 
reſt in conſecrating Parter; their Refuſal, it is 
probable, occaſioned that Commiſſion not to be 
executed. But had Parker, upon this Diſappoint- 
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Ch. v. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
ment, no other Way to turn himſelf, but by ſteal- 
ing a Sham-Ordination at the Tavern? Three of 


the ſix Biſhops named in the Commiſſion had re- 
fuſed to act; but the other three, Landaff, Bar- 


| low, and Scory, had not refuſed; and if he had 


been conſecrated by theſe three, it would have 
been a Canonical Conſecration in reſpect of the 
Number, and in all other reſpects it might have 
been agreeable both to the Canons of the Church, 
and the Laws of the Realm; only it would not 
have been legal, for want of a fourth Conſecra- 
tor, which the Statute of Hen. VIII. required. 
And could Parker, if he were in his Wits, and 
there were a Neceſſity for him to be conſecrated 
at that time, not chuſe to be conſecrated by theſe 
three, rather than (as Champney makes him) by 


one of them only, and that in a manner not in 


any way conformable to Law or Religion ? 

Bur it 1s plain that he could have no ſuch 
Thoughts of departing from the Courſe preſcribed 
by Law, from a Paper h tranſcribed by Mr. Strype 
from the Paper-Office, relating to what was by 
Law to be done, after his Election to the Arch- 
Biſhoprick. It was drawn up, it appears, by 
Parker himſelf, and communicated by him to Se- 
cretary Cecil, and conſidered of by both of them, 
as appears by the Notes in the Margin, one of 
which is known by Mr. Strype to be Parker's, 
and three others to be Secretary CeciPs own Hand. 
At what time ſoever it paſſed between him and 
the Secretary, it could not be till after the Queen's 
Mandate of the ninth of September had paſſed the 
Seal, and the three Popiſh Biſhops named there 
tor ſome of his Conſecrators had, as it is proba- 
ble, refuſed to pay Obedience to it. This ap- 
_ from Cecil's Note, wherein he objects to 

arker, that there was not any Arch-Biſhop, or 


> Life of Matth. Parker, p. 40. 4100 
four 
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four Biſhops, to confirm and conſecrate him, where. 
as there were four Biſhops named in that Mandate, 
in actual Poſſeſſion of four Epiſcopal Sees, Lan- 
daff having kept his Biſhoprick by taking the 
Oath of the Queen's Supremacy, and the Oath 
not being yet tendered to the other three, ſo that 
they could not yet be deprived. The Arch-Biſhop 
Ele& ſets down in this Paper the Method that he 
underſtood was by Law to be obſerved, in order 
to compleat his Promotion to the Arch-Biſhop- 
rick. That the Queen's Letters Patents ſhould 
«© be directed to any Arch-Biſhop within the 
« King's Dominions, or to Four Biſhops. That 
« Fealty ſhould be done to the Queen for his 


„Temporalties, and the Oath taken, and the 


„ Fees paid to the Officers. That the Conſe- 
« cration ſhould be on a Sunday, in a proper 
« Place. And that the Order of King £4 
« qward's Book ſhould be obſerved in the Con- 
« ſecration.” If this Paper be genuine and au- 
thentick, as the very Hands of Parker and Ceril 
in the Margin (known to be theirs) prove it to be, 
it ſhews firſt, that we cannot, without the greateſt 
Abſurdity, conceive that Parker had been actu- 
ally made Arch-Biſhop before the time that the 
Paper paſſed thro? his and Cecil's Hands; becauſe 
we find them both at this time adviſing with one 
another about the Method of compleating his 
Advancement to the Arch-Biſhoprick. And 
how then can we ſuppoſe him to have been. in 
compleat Poſſeſſion of that Dignity, as Champ- 
ney makes him, before the ninth of September! 
Secondly, neither can it be imagined that he had, 
at the time when he drew up this. Paper and ſent 
it to the Secretary, the leaſt Thoughts of taking 
any other Steps for his Promotion than ſuch as 
were preſcribed by Law; and if he was in this 
Mind after the Popiſh Biſhops had refuſed to 
confirm and conſecrate him, how ean we n 
| | that 
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Ch. V. thoroughly examined and tonfuted. 
that their Refuſal made him ſo deſperate, as imme - 


moted in a legal Way, and to run madly to get 
himſelf conſecrated at the Tavern? | | 

*Tis true, upon Tonſtall, Bourne and Poole's 
declining to pay Obedience to the Queen's Man- 
date of September 9. there was but one Perſon left. 


in full Poſſeſſion of an Epiſcopal See, the Biſhop 


of Landaff; Barlow and Scory, the other two 


named in that Mandate, having been ejected in 


Queen Mary's time, and not either reſtored to 
their former Sees, or put into Poſſeſſion of others, 
and all the reſt of the Proteſtant Biſhops being 
likewiſe deprived in that Reign, and none of them 
yet reſtored. And this we muſt conceive to be 
Cecil's Meaning, when he tells Parker that there 
were not four Biſhops; that 1s, not four compleatly 
inveſtcd with the Spiritualties and Temporalties 
of their Biſhopricks, ſo as to make them Biſhops 
to all Intents and Purpoſes in the Eye of the Law. 
But there is no queſtion but this Difficulty ſug- 
geſted by him was taken into Conſideration both 
by him and Parker; and what was afterwards 
reſolved upon by the Government, as a ſufficient 
Remedy for it, appears by the Queen's ſecond 
Mandate and Commiſſion, iſſued out in December 
following, directed to Landaff, Barlow, and Scory, 
the three laſt in the former Commiſſion, and to 
four others; with Authority to any four of them 
to confirm and conſecrate Parker z and a Clauſe 


ſupplying, by the Queen's Supreme — | 


any Detect in their Perſons, which might be loo 
ed upon to render any of them unqualified to ex- 
ecute the Commiſſion in confirming and conſe- 
crating the Arch-Biſhop elect. 

Here Le Quien i, who is ſo forward as to diſ- 
pute whether Queen Elizabeth's Commiſſions (all 


i Tom. 1. p. 364, Kc. 396. 
but 


wy to lay afide all Thoughts of being pro- 
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but ſuch as ſerve his Turn) are not Forgeries, and 
the Remarker k, who runs down Bramball for beg- 
ging the Point in Diſpute, by his calling what 
Sanders ſays (that they had not two or three Bi- 
ſhops) a ſhameleſs Untruth, becauſe the Queen's Com- 
miſſion names ſeven; (which he interprets to be ſet- 
ting up a forged Commiſſion againſt Sangers's au- 
thentick Hiſtory) may ſee their bold Surmiſe 


corrected by the very Nag's-Head Writers them- 


ſelves. Fitz-Simon owns that Landaff was l com- 
miſſioned in the firſt place by Queen Elizabeth; 
which could be only in her Letters Patents of 
Dec. 6. 1559. ſo that he muſt be looked upon to 
acknowledge her Commiſſion to Landaff, Bar- 
low, Sc. of that Date. And Champney m him- 
ſelf forms his laſt Argument to prove that Bar- 
low was no Biſhop, upon rhe Words of this Com- 
miſſion, wherein he fays the _ appointed 
Parker's Conſecrators, and put Barlow in the ſe- 
cond place after Landaff; which in his Opinion 
ſhe could not have done, nor would Barlow have 
ſubmitted. to it, if he had been really Biſhop ; 
becauſe if he was, he had his Conſecration four 
Years at leaſt before Landaff; and therefore Lan- 
daff, being junior Biſhop, could not pretend to 
take Place of him. The whole almoſt of the 
Queen's Mandate he tranſcribes from Mr. Maſon, 
with the Names of ſix others after Landaff, ap- 
pointed for Parker's Conſecrators, and the Date 
of it at the End, Dec. 6. Ann. 2 Eliz. and then 
proceeds to draw his Argument from it to diſ- 
prove Barlow's having been ever conſecrated 
Biſhop; and to give the beſt Light, as he ſays, from 
this Matter to the whole Diſpute about our Orders, he 
introduces upon this Occaſion his whole Narrative 
of the Ordination at the Nag's-Head. 


* f. 9% 94- * ! Sup. p. 12. m P. 493, & ſeq. 
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6. To paſs by the Weakneſs of his Argument, Champ- 
(from which it muſt be concluded with equal Cer- ney's In- 
rainty, that Lendaff himſelf never had Epiſcopal trodufion 


Conſecration, becauſe if he had it was in King 
Henry's Reign; and yet in Queen Elizabeth's 
Mandate of September 9. two Biſhops, not made 
till Queen Mary's time, Gilbert Bourne of Bath 
and Wells, and David Poole of Peterborough, are 
placed above him; which, according to our Au- 


thor, could not be done by the Queen, nor 


would Landaff have ſubmitted to it, if he had 
been really Biſhop) and to wave likewiſe his ridi- 


to bis Nar- © 


rative. 


culous and ſcandalous Suppoſition, that the Queen 


would appoint any Perſon to be Conſecratar of 


Arch-Biſhop Parker, who ſhe knew had not him- 


ſelf ever had any Conſecration to the Epiſcopal 


Order; let us attend the Doctor of the Sorbonne, 


in what follows after this weighty Argument. He 
finds it proper to enquire, how 1t could be poſ- 
ſible for Landaff, to whom the Queen had done 
ſo great Honour as to place him at the Head of 
the Commiſſion, not to perform the Office of 
Principal Conſecrator, to which he was called by 
the Queen's Mandate. He anſwers, there was a 
very plain Reaſon, <* That he was not willing 
ce to be guilty of ſo great Wickedneſs and Sacri- 
« ledge, nor to. incur the Eccleſiaſtical Cenſures 
« which Biſhop Bonner threatened him with; 
« yet for fear of the Diſpleaſure of the Queen 
« and her Council, (Senate he calls it) he excuſed 
« himſelf upon a Pretence of his Feebleneſs and 
« the Weakneſs of his Sight.“ And this leads 
him to give us, in the two following Pages, his 
whole Narrative, which I have o already laid be- 
fore the Reader, For Landaff*s Scrupulouſneſs 
in Point of Conſcience, Champney himſelf in the 


» P. 496. 5 Sup. p. 17, 18, 19. 
next 
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next Page only ſays perhaps he was touched in Con- 
ſcience ; but even that he ſays without the leaſt 
Ground, Landaff, whatever Wickedneſs and Sacri- 
lege there might be in the Action, being _= red 
and reſolved notwithſtanding to come to the Place, 
and to begin and go thro? with the Proceeding, 
if the thundering Meſſage from Bonner had not 
obliged him to deſiſt. But what was the Action 
wherein he ſays there was ſo great Wickedneſs and 
Sacrilege? Has he the Confidence to mean by it 
the executing the Queen's Mandate for the Con- 
firmation and Conſecration of Arch-Biſhop Parker? 
Or does he mean that Ceremony which Landaff 
came to the Tavern to perform? The latter, a- 
8 to the Place, might probably have been 

uch as to deſerve that Name; but the former, if 
done according to the Tenor of the Queen's 
Commiſſion, would have been as agreeable to Re- 
ligion, and to the Laws of Church and State, as 
any Ordinations of Biſhops, at that time and 
ever ſince in the Church of Rome. 


His Incox- 7. But we may now conſider how little Credit 

file is to be given to the Story, upon a View of the 
ith bin- Relation we have of it in their laſt and princi 

— 1 Hiſtorian. And firſt we may obſerve, how in- 

tine, Conſiſtent he is with himſelf in his Account of 

the time of this pretended Fact. We ſee, if we 

are to regard what he ſays here, that it was after 

the ſixth of December, 1559. 2 Eliz. after Lan- 

daff was named to be Principal Conſecrator. This 

the Author himſelf owns, when he recites the 

Queen's Mandate of this Date; as he does with- 

out any other Reflections, but only ridiculouſly ' 

noting in the Margin , how ſhe took upon her 

to act as a She-Pope, and required all things to be 

done, not, (as he ſays ſhe ought) according to the 
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Form of the Canons and the Church's Practice and | 
Ceremonial; but, according to the Form of the Sta- 
tutes ſet out and provided in that Behalf: But he 
does not offer to ſuppoſe, either that there was no 
ſuch Mandate, or that it bore any other Date. 
And yet within a few Pages 4 we find him labour- 
ing, by an Argument of like weight with the 
former, to prove from Parker*s, the Arch-Biſhop 
elect, taking place of Barlow, then only Biſhop 
elect of Chicheſter, at the Celebration of the Ob- 
ſequies of the French King, the eighth and ninth 
of September, that the former muſt undoubtedly 
be at that time eompleatly Arch-Biſhop, and con- 
ſequently was not conſecrated at Tambetb, which 
we own was not till December, but at the Nag's- 
Head, three Months before. His Concluſion in- 
deed 1s no more but that we muſt grant, either 
that Parker had been conſecrated before that time 
in September, or that his Principal Conſecrator 
Barlow was no Biſhop; both of which (tho? his 
Argument, he owns, can prove no more than one 
of the two) he declares, without any farther Rea- 
ſon, that he believes to be true; but his confidently 


telling us what he believes, can be of no Weight 


with any one that fees that he could believe and 
relate it to be Fact, that the Tavern-Ordination 
was both in September, and in December three 
Moaths after. I need not mention the farther 
Abſurdity, let it be at either of the Times, of 
his making all the Biſhops conſecrated at a time, 
before any one of them was confirmed, and be- 
fore ſome of them had ſo much as a Conge d Eſlire 
from the Queen for their Election. 


8. From this Obſervation of his Exactneſs and x;, ah 
Conſiſtency in the Circumſtance of Time, we may Repre/en- 


paſs on to the Story ſelf. And firſt we may ob- /atior of 


at We 
L 2 ſerve, ence to 
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ſerve, that he repreſents the Biſhop of Landafr 
as reſolved, till Bonners Meſſage ſtop'ꝰd him, to 
pay an Obedience to the Queen's Mandate, and 
accordingly brings him to the Place where the 
Action was to be performed. But to what Place? 
The Nag's-Head Tavern. Did the Queen's Com- 
miſſion either require him or give him Authority 
to hold a Conſecration in ſuch a Place? The 
Words of the Mandate require that all things be 
done according to the Form of the Statutes in that 
Caſe provided; and the Statutes, whether we take 
it of 25 Hen. VIII. which preſcribes the uſe of the 
Pontifical, or of King Edward's Statutes, which 
appoint his Form of Conſecration to be uſed, al- 
low of none other but a conſecrated Place, a 
Church or Chapel; and can our Hiſtorian be ſo 
abſurd us to make Landaff, in Obedience to theſe 
Statutes, and the Queen's Mandate, intend to per- 
form the Office, not in a Church or Chapel, but 
in a Tavern? Champney * himſelf expreſly owns, 
that tho? (as Mr. x tells him) Parker and our 
Prelates had all the Churches open for them, yet 
they had no Hopes of bringing Landaff to their 
Churches, and therefore made Choice of ſuch a Place 
as he would come to <vithout Scruple. The Enghyfh 
Churches and Chapels had been, in his Opinion, 
all deſecrated or laid under an Interdi&, from 
Midſummer foregoing, at which time the Bre- 
viary, Miſſal, Pontifical, c. had been ordered 
to be thrown out, and the Reformed Liturgy and 
other Offices to be uſed in the Place of them : 
And that Biſhop, if we believe this Writer, not- 
withſtanding his renouncing the Pope, was yet ſo 
firm in his Adherence to that Religion, that his 


Conſcience would not allow him to officiate, not 


to much, we muſt ſuppoſe, as in his own Cathe- 
dral, nor inany other Place which had been pro- 
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Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


faned by the Engliſh Service; tho? the generality 


of the Catholicks came duly for ten Years after 


to our Churches, and joined in the publick Of- 
fices there. But here Le Quien's Improvement of 
the Story will come in to pive us a little Diver- 
ſion; Champney, to excuſe their making Choice 
of a Place ſo undecent as the Tavern, ſays it 
could not be helped, becauſe Landaff could not 
bear to be within the Infide of a Proteſtant 
Church: But Le Quien, to take off the Inde- 


cency, diſcovers, from Kelliſon's Index, that there 


was a Chapel in this Grand Hotell (as he is willing 
to make it inſtead of a Tavern) and what is the 
Fruit of this happy Invention, but to make it 
neceſſary for Landaff to run away again from 
the Tavern, as ſoon as he ſaw a Chapel there 


opened for him? So happy is the Doctor of the 


Sorbonne in having Le Quien come in to his Aſ- 


ſiſtance. 

But it is not only in the Choice of the Place, 
that Champney expoſes himſelf, in the Way which 
he makes Landaff intend to take, of paying Obe- 
dience to the Queen's Mandate. The Mandate, it 
is 2 requires the Commiſſioners to confirm 
and conſecrate the Arch-Biſhop elect, but with- 
out a Word of their being to do the like Offices 
for any other Perſon. But the Hiſtorian makes 
him, in order to the Execution of his Commiſſion, 
agree to meet no fewer than fourteen more of our- 
Prelates beſides Parker, with a Deſign to confer 
upon them all at once the Epiſcopal Order. This, 
tis true, was a Miſtake on the right Side, an high 
Act of Su 
ſhops inſtead of one, and to do the Queen and 
the Proteſtant Church of England ſo much more 
Service than they expected, towards the Lande 


of their new Hierarchy. But was not Landaff 


© T. 1. p. 218. a 
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ſo wiſe as to ſee, what Thanks or Reward he had 
Reaſon to expect for this Inſtance of his Obedi- 
ence and Complaiſance to the Queen? No other, 
than to be at Mercy, whether he ſhould ſuffer 
the ſevere Penalty of the Statute 25 Hen. VIII. 
for taking upon him to conſecrate any Biſhop 
without Authority from the Queen's Letters Pa- 
tents directed to him. If by his Refuſal the 
Queen's Mandate had not been executed, the 
worſt Effect of it would have been no more than 
his incurring a præmunire for his Diſobedience; 
but here he is made ſo forward to obey it, as wiſe- 
ly to lay himſelf open to the Penalty of a præmu- 
nire, by his Zeal to over- act his Part, and to do 
ſo much more than his Duty required. | 

With the ſame Wiſdom he is made to think of 
executing that Part of the Mandate which regards 
the Perſons that were put into Commiſſion. They 
were himſelf, in the firſt Place, and fix more 
but did his being the firſt Commiſſioner give him 
a Command or Allowance to perform the Cere- 
mony alone by himſelf? No, it could not be done 
without four at leaſt of the Perſons named join- 
ing in the Action. So that here again he is re- 
preſented as taking ſuch a Way of complying 
with the Queen's Orders, as rendered him as 
much obnoxious to the Laws and the Government, 

as if he had refuſed to execute them. 

It is the ſame again as Champney makes him in- 
tend to conſecrate Arch-Biſhop Parker, without 
firſt confirming his Election to the Arch-Biſhop- 
rick : The Mandate, it is plain, required him to 
be firſt confirmed, and then conſecrated ; and the 
Queen's ſignifying her Aſſent to the Election, was 
no more than proviſional ; that is, if in the Pro- 
ceſs of Confirmation, upon a legal Enquiry into 
the Method of Election by the Chapter, and the 
Qualifications of the Perſon elected, it ſhould be 
found that the Election was lawful and valid and 
2 | f odught 
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ought to be confirmed: So that to conſecrate any 
Perſon without a preceding Confirmation of his 
Election, would have been, in the Eye of the 
Law, to conſecrate him without the proper Aſ- 
ſurance of his being — for the Epiſcopal 
Order. Could then Champney pretend to make 
Landaff diſpoſed to do what the Mandate, ac- 
cording to Law, required him to do, and yet to 
neglect the firſt thing that was to be, done, to con- 
firm the Arch-Biſhop ele& ; but inſtead of that 
to proceed to give him Conſecration before. his 
Election was confirmed; that is, to diſobey the 
Queen's Mandate, in order to pay a more ready 
Obedience to it? That Biſhop could not be igno-— 
rant of the tenor of his Commiſſion, nor of the 
Practice of confirming Biſhops eſtabliſhed by Law, 
ten Years before his Promotion to Landaff, and 
—— _ in * . _ in 7 of all the 
ollowing Biſhops during the reſt of King Henry's 
orgy. —— —— by Act of Parl — 
1 Elix. How could he then have. an Intention to 
execute his Commiſſion, in Compliance with the 
Queen's Commands, and yet come prepared to 


neglect the Execution of it in the firſt Act which 


he was commanded to perform? 


9. But whatever were his Thoughts or Inten- Landaff 
tions, the Arch-Biſhop whom he was to confirm could have 
and conſecrate, knew he could not be made Arch- 7 Oper. 
Biſhop without the Way preſcribed by Law being — of 
obſerved ; and conſequently muſt inſiſt upon it 2 
with him, or the other Commiſſioners, that they to con/e- 
ſhould firſt proceed to examine and confirm hag e Par- 
Election; and this firſt Part of their Duty the ber. 
Commiſſioners in the firſt place muſt either con- 
ſent to do, or refuſe. And this leads us to a pret- 
ty clear Evidence, that Landaff could never have 
an Opportunity to come to the Tavern in order 
to conſecrate Arch-Biſhop "_ If he refuſed, 
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as they pretend, to execute his Commiſſion, his 
Refuſal muſt firſt be of that Part which was firſt 
to be executed, Parker's Confirmation; and then 
there was no room for him to be called upon to 


conſecrate him, if four others of the Commiſſion- 


ers were ready and willing to do it without him. 
And this agrees with the Matter of Fact as it 
ſtands upon Record in Parker's Regiſter. The 
Commiſſion bears Date, Dec. 6. 1559. and on 
that very Day » the four Commiſſioner after 
Landaff, Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskin, 
took it upon them to execute the Commiſſion, 


and directed a Mandate to certain Perſons to cite 


all ſuch as had any thing to object againſt the 
Arch-Biſhop's Election, to appear at Bow Church, 
on the ninth of that Month; and on the ſeventh 
Day Parker v, by an Inſtrument of that Date, de- 
puted Dr. May and Bullyngham, or either of them, 
to appear for him before thoſe four Biſhops, and 
to be confirmed, by them, in his Name; as the 
latter of them was accordingly upon the ninth of 
the ſame Month. Here we ſee Landaff is left 


out, upon the very Day of the Date of the Let- 


ters Patents, wherein he was appointed the firſt 
Commiſſioner, and the four next took it upon 
them that Day to act without him; and Parker's 


Proxy was directed the next Day to appear before 


thoſe four only for his Confirmation; and he re- 
ceived it from them, in the Perſon of his Proxy 
Dr. Bullyngbam, two Days after. Let it be, if 
they pleaſe, that Landaff preſently declared his 
Unwillingneſs to bear a Part in confirming him, 
as he was required by the Queen's Mandate; can 
we ſuppoſe that Parker muſt not ſee by his re- 
fuſing to confirm him, that he had no Grounds to 
ſhew him that Reſpect as to court him afterwards 


? Bramhall's Works, p. 1028, 1029, 1030. " Ibid, 
p- 1027, 1028. 


to 
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to be his Conſecrator, and run the Hazard of a 
ſecond Refuſal, but rather to receive his Conſe- 
cration from the ſame four that, upon Landaf's 
declining it, took it upon them to execute the 
Mandate, which any four of the ſeven Perſons 
named were empowered to do? Can we farther 
ſuppoſe him to be ſo wild and frantick, as to 
chuſe rather to be conſecrated by Landaff alone, 
than by the Number expreſly required to make 
his Conſecration valid in Law, and by whom he 
had been already confirmed? 


The Story itſelf will not allow it to be ſug- 


geſted, that Landaff came to the Place with an 
Intention firſt to confirm Parker's Election, and 
then to conſecrate him. It ſays that he came up- 
on an Invitation from our Prelates, and that * 

him they expected to be ordained ; and that Bonner's 
Meſſage was to threaten him with Excommuni- 
cation if he ordained them ; and that being fright- 


ned by this Meſſage he excuſed himſelf from per- 


forming the Ceremony of Conſecration, and Scory 
took that Office upon him, and performed the 
Ceremony, after Landaff had refuſed; and yet 
his Refuſal muſt firſt have been of confirming 
Parker, that being the firſt Act he was to do in 


153 


Execution of the Queen's Mandate; and upon 


his refuſing to do that, and it being done by 


others of the Commiſſioners without him, there 


was no Occaſion for his being invited or expected 
afterwards to conſecrate the Arch-Biſhop whom 
he had denied to confirm: And ſo there is an End 


of the Story of his meeting Parker for that pur- 


poſe, as well as ſo many others of our Prelates, 


who, as it is pretended, expected their Conſecra- 
tion from him. Champney might very eaſily have 
brought him to the Tavern with an Intention to 


confirm Parker, as well as to conſecrate him, and 
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then have told us that Bonner by his threatning 
Meſſage obliged him to excuſe himſelf from pro- 
ceeding either in the one or the other Part of 
what he was otherwiſe reſolved to do in Obedi- 
ence to the Queen's Mandate. But for the Hiſto- 
rian to have the very Words of the Mandate ly- 
ing before him, wherein the Commiſſioners are 
required firſt to confirm and then to conſecrate 
the Arch-Biſhop elect, and to repreſent Landaff 
as prepared wn. | reſolved, in point of Duty and 
Reſpect, to pay an Obedience to the Queen's Com- 
mands by executing his Commiſſion in every Par- 
ticular, if Bonner had not interpoſed and forbid 
him: To introduce his Relation of the Story in 
this manner, and yet preſently to make that Bi- 
ſnop forget or neglect the firſt thing he had to do, 
and to take ſuch a ſtrange Courſe of obeying the 
Mandate, by intending to act contrary to it in ſo 
many other Inſtances, this may ſatisfy us what 
Credit we ought to give to this Writer, and 
Hiſtory he pretends to relate. 


Champ- 10. What has been ſaid is upon Suppoſition of 


ney' Re. the Fact having been as Champney relates it, that 


lation ab- T,andaff was with Parker and the reſt of our Bi- 
Jer . = ſhops at the Tavern; tho' we have (as has been y 
Bonner ſhewed) as good Authority from others of the 
and Neale. Nag's-Head Writers, who vouch Neale (as poſi- 
tively as Champney does) for their Account of the 
Tradition, to believe that he never came at all 
to the Place, but was at the moſt only expected 
to come thither. But to go on in the Writer 
who is at preſent of greateſt Authority with the 
Party; his following Account of Bonner and Neale 
appears to deſerve as little Credit as what he gives, 
in the beginning, of Landaff. He, as 2 Sacro- 
boſco before him, brings this Biſhop and our Pre- 


7 Sup. p. 77, 78. Sup. p. 9. 
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lates to the Meeting before Bonner had any No- 
tice of it; but how after they were met an Ac- 
count of it ſhould be carried to Bonner in Pri- 
ſon, and Neale being then with him, ſhould be 
ſent to the Nag's-Head, and get thither before any 
thing of the Buſineſs was done for which = 
were met together, it is hard to conceive. If 
Parker's Confirmation were to have been entered 
upon in the firſt place, Neale might have come 
in good time to have prevented the Conſecration 
or he might have been there perhaps before the 
Oppoſers againſt the Arch-Biſhop's Election had 
been the laſt time publickly cited to appear and 
be heard, and ſe have put a Stop to the Proceſs 
of the Confirmation till his Objections had been 
taken into Conſideration. But, for ought appears 
in the Story, nothing was done before he came, 
but (as the impudent Author of the Nullity bears 
us in hand) making uſe of the Key of the Cel- 


lar, inſtead of the Boy of Order, and putting the - 


Bottle to Landaff, d with good Words and good 
Cups to bring the Old Man to a good Humour. 
This is all the Account we have of what was 
done in the mean time, inſtead of what elſe might 
have been expected from Champney himſelf. But 
to come to Bonner's Meſſage by Neale: That Bi- 
ſhop had been lately deprived of his Biſhoprick, 
and after that removed to a Priſon, (inſtead of 
his Palace at London-Houſe) and whatever Temper 


and Spirit he might be of, one would think he 


ſhould not be very forward to bring upon himſelf 
any farther Sufferings. And yet the Story makes him 
| ſo fool-hardy and deſperate as to ſend, even from 
his Priſon, an Inhibition to Landeff, requiring him, 
under pain of Excommunication, not to obey the 
Queen's Mandate. The Statute 25 Hen. VIII. 
makes it a premunire for any Perſon to obey or 


6 B. I 4. D P. 78. 
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execute any Interdibs or Inhibition contrary to the 
Preſcript of that Statute about the Manner of 
making the Engliſb Biſhops ; that is, it ſubjects 
the Perſons to the Loſs of their Offices and E- 
ſtates, and of the Protection of the Government, 
and of their Liberty during the King or Queen's 
Pleaſure. And would not the Statute that involves 
the Perſon who obeys ſuch an Inderdict in that ſe- 
vere Penalty, fall more heavy upon a Subject that 
dares to iſſue out ſuch an Interdi and Inhibition, 
fo the Lett of the due Execution of this Statute, and 
to require any other Perſon not to pay Obedience 
to it under the pain of Excommunication ? eſpe- 
cially if he, who takes upon him to threaten the 
Perſon he ſent his Meſſage to with ſuch a Cen- 
ſure, was himſelf by Law lately diveſted of all 
Authority to exerciſe any Part of the Epiſcopal 
Juriſdiction, and yet had the Boldneſs, in Defi- 
ance of the Law, to act as if he were in full Poſ- 
ſeſſion of that Authority? Could Bonner think 
that this Audaciouſneſs would not be made known 
to the Government by his Enemies the Proteſtant 
Prelates? And if it were, could he expect any 
thing leſs than that the utmoſt Severity of the 
Law ſhould be executed upon him? But ſuppo- 
ſing him to be ſo mad as to take ſuch a deſperate 
Courſe in regard to his own Perſon, could he 
think, or can we believe, that Landaff, who had 
lately taken an Oath wherein he renounced the 
Pope's Authority, and ſtood Proof againſt any 
Anathema from the See of Rome upon that ac- 
count, ſhould be ſo fearful of incurring a Cen- 
ſure of Excommunication from a Biſhop who he 
knew had no See, but had been deprived of that 
he was in Poſſeſſion of, and of the Juriſdiction 
that attended it; a Biſhop, who tho? he had ſtill 
retained his Juriſdiction over his former Dioceſe, 
could not yet with any Face pretend to exclude 


our Prelates from being conſecrated in any of the 
— ſeveral 


Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


ſeveral Churches in London, which owned no De- 
pendence upon his Authority, but were wholly 
exempt from it; ſhould Landaf I fay, ſtand in 
ſo much Awe'of his bold threatning Meſſage, as 
to chuſe rather to obey his Inhibition than the 


Queen's Mandate, and ſo to make himſelf liable, 


if, by his Default, the Mandate ſhould not be 
executed, to a Forfeiture of that Biſhoprick which 
he had ſaved by his former Compliance, and to 
all the other Penalties inflicted by the Statute of 
Hen. VIII. which would have left him nothing 
but his Life, without any other Comfort or Sup- 
port? Could Bonner be. ſo vain, as to promiſe 
himſelf that this Biſhop (how. timorous ſoever 
Champney repreſents him, to give ſome Colour to 
this Part of the Story) ſhould be ſo much at his 
Command, and not rather have juſt Reaſon to 
apprehend, -that his Fears of the Government 
would incline him to be ſo officious as to betray 
the confident Prelate, who in Oppoſition to the 


Law had ordered ſuch an Interdict to be ſerved 


upon him? Here the Hiſtorian ſhould have con- 
ſidered, whether his making Bonner act ſuch a 
Part, and La 


the like, can be looked upon by any rational 
Man as any thing elſe but a groundleſs Fiction. 
If we could ſuppoſe that Bonner himſelf might 


be ſo fearleſs and audacious, as to reſolve (how 


fatal ſoever the Conſequence might be to him) to 


make an Experiment whether his bold Pretence 
to the Authority which he had loſt would frighten 
Landaff into a Compliance with his Inhibition; 
it would ſtill be difficult to conceive that his Chap- 
lain and Meſſenger Neal, who, if we take his 
Character from Mood e, was not a Man of that 
Spirit and Courage, ſhould be ſo hardy az to go 


upon ſuch an Errand as might bring him into 


© Athenz Oxon. Vol. 1. p. 250. 
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ndaff to be influenced by him to do 
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the ſame Condition with his Lord, and expoſe 
him to a Forfeiture of his Profeſſorſhip at Oxford, 


and his other Preferments, and the Loss of his 


Eſtate and Liberty. But let him be ſo obſequi- 
ous to his ge Lord and Patron; we ſhall 
ſtill be almoſt under an Impoſſibility to find a 
Way for him, when he came to the Tavern, to 
be able to accompliſh his Deſign, firſt to deliver 
his Meſſage to Landaf, and to deal ſo effectually 
with him as to oblige him not to proceed in the 
Work he came for; and then after he had fright- 
ned him away, to ſtay and perform the other 
Part of his Errand, to ſee and hear what Meaſures 
Parker and his Brethren would take upon this 
Diſappointment. Both our Prelates and Landaff 
are —_— to be agreed to manage the Intri 

with all Privacy, and not to have any Perſons 
Witneſſes to it but themſelves, and ſuch as they 
could confide in. Tis ridiculous indeed, upon 
this Suppoſition, to think that they would lay the 
Scene in the midſt of Cheapfide, the moſt known 
and frequented Place in the City of London, and 
that in that Street they ſhould make Choice of 
no other Place for the Conſecration but a Publick 
Houſe, an Inn or Tavern, where the Door muſt 
always ſtand open for all Company that would 
come in. Le Quien and the Remarker, to prevent 
our wondering at their Choice, repreſent the 
Place as much more conſiderable than an ordinary 
Publick Houſe: The former d, beſides the Diſco- 
very of a Chapel in it, gives us to underſtand 
that it was a Great and Famous Hotel, where the 
Biſhops uſed to lodge when they came to London, 
and where they ordinarily met to entertain one ano- 
tber; the other © varies the Expreſſion a little, 
and ſays, only leaving out the Chapel as (poſſibly 
no more than a Jeſt of K:1/iſon's) it was à great and 
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afual Place of Reſort for Numbers of conſiderable 


Clergymen and Biſhops when they met in Town. 
But they ſhould both have conſidered, that the 

reater and the more conſpicuous they make the 
Place, the leſs it muſt anſwer the Deſign of a 
ſtollen clancular Ordination; and that themſelves 
give us a quite contrary Repreſentation of it, 
when they come to urge it as a deciſive Proof of 
our firſt Biſhops being ordained at the Nag's-Head, 
that the Puritan Author of the Demonſtration of 
the Diſcipline makes the Ordinations of our Mini- 
ſters to, be done in a Corner. Le Quien t, with- 
out looking farther into the Author, makes no 
Difficulty to declare that he muſt be underſtood 
to ſpeak of the Ordinations of our firſt Biſhops ; 
and that by their being done in a Corner, he muſt 
mean no other but the ob/cure Place (as he is now 


willing to make it) of his Great and Famous 


Hotel. The Remarker 8 takes Le Quien's Word 
for it, and is ſo clear in the Matter, as to give 
the Place where our Biſhops were conſecrated, a 
new Name, of the h Nag's-Head Corner, mean- 
ing ſtill by that Corner, A great and uſual Place 
of Reſort for Numbers 4 conſiderable Clergymen and 
| Biſhops. So ealy is it for them to look upon the 
Place, firſt with one and then with the other End 
of the Proſpective, and to make it great and 
conſiderable, or mean and obſcure, as it beſt ſuits 
their Convenience. | 

But to paſs by theſe wiſe Improvements of the 
Story, and ſuppoſe our Prelates and their Conſe- 
crators to be met at the Place; Neale muſt come 
either before the Company were all met and ready 
for Action, or after. If after, they muſt be ſup- 
poſed, before he came, as ſoon as all things were 
ready for the Conſecration, to ſhut themſelves up 


and lock. the Door, and to order that no Perſon - 
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be brought up to interrupt them during the Cere- | 
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mony. How then could Neale get Admittance 
to execute his Commiſſion from Bonner? Suppoſe 
him then to come, before they were all met, and 
entering upon the Ceremony; would our Prelates 

rmit a Perſon unknown to be brought in, of 
whom they had no Aſſurance but that he might, 


inſtead of a Friend, be an Enemy and a Spy up- 


on them? Or if they knew him to be Bonner's 
Chaplain, or a Romaniſt, would they be ſo eaſy 
and complaiſant as to let him make. one among 
them, to be preſent the whole time, and to be a 
Witneſs of all their Debates and Conſultations, 
both while Landaff was with them and after? 
The Remarker reflects upon a i ſmart Invention, 


as he calls it, of k Burnet's, that Neale got to ſee 


all that paſſed by peeping through an Hole in the 
Door. Burnet, tis true, ſays this without Book, 
not having read of this Circumſtance in any of 
the Nag's-Head Writers, who, tho' they all agree 
to make Neale preſent during the whole Tranſ- 
action, yet were not any of them concerned to 
give us any probable Account how he got in; ſo 
that we are left to gueſs in what Manner; and if 
the Door, as it ought to have been, was kept 
ſhur, and no Perſon could be admitted but ſuch 
as our Prelates knew to be Friends, how could he 
ſee what was done but by finding out a Hole in 
the Door, and by that Means being a Spectator 
of all that paſſed, and an Eye and Ear-witneſs, 
as far as this Expedient would ſerve him? The 


| Remarker offers us a ſmarter Invention of his own, 


that Neale might be brought in! by the Conſent, and 
as a Companion, of Landaff. *Tis pity that none 
of the Hiſtorians thought of this Ground of ma- 
king the Story more plauſible. It muſt require, 
that ſome Body ſhould come up from the Bar 
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to Landaff, to call him out to a Stranger that 
waited to ſpeak with him; that the Biſhop com- 
ing out, Neale ſhould diſcover himſelf to him, 
and deliver his Meſſage; that Landaff, after ſome 
Surprize, ſhould firſt take a little time to conſider 
what he had to do, and then reſolve to ſubmit 
to Bonner's Inhibition; and when he went in again 
take Neale with him to be a Witneſs of his Obe- 
dience. But what muſt Parker and his Brethren 
think of this Stranger, and his Buſineſs with Lan- 
daff? We muſt ſuppoſe them to have ſo great a 
Confidence in that Biſhop, as to believe any Friend 
of his to be a true Man, and no Spy. This they 
might, till they found in how little time after 
Landaff put a Trick upon them, and had loſt his 
Eyes ſince he went out and diſcourſed with this 
Stranger, whom he had brought in without aſk- 
ing their Conſent. But when their Conſecrator 
refuſed the Office and withdrew, can it be ſup? 


poſed that this Friend of his ſhould be allowed to 


ſtay behind him, and to be preſent at their Con- 
ſultations what they had farther to do to get them- 
ſelves conſecrated ? If he had not the Modeſt 
himſelf to quit the Place, ſure they muſt at ſealt 
have the Courage to diſmiſs him with Civility, ex- 
cept they could have full Aſſurance that he had 
a better Occaſion to ſtay and keep them Com- 
ny. | 
"" The Remarker's Fancy of Landaff's doing Neale 
this Piece of Service is utterly diſcountenanced, 
if we take the Story, not from Champney, but 
from Fitz-Simon and Parſons's Prefacer, who are 
poſitive that Landaff himſelf was never at the 
Meeting, but that it was only of our Prelates by 
themſelves, without him. If he was not there 
himſelf, how could he come out and bring in 
Neale as a Friend and Companion? Or if our Pre- 
lates were alone by themſelves, which of them 
will the Remarker tell us, Scory, or Parker, or 
M who 
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who elſe, acted the Part of a falſe Brother, and 
went and fetch'd in Bonner's Spy? But it is not 
worth the while to debate how Neale could get 
his Intelligence, when nothing can be more plain 
than that he never ſaw or heard any ſuch Matter 
at the Tavern. If he did, and had that Succeſs 
in the Errand which he had in Charge from his, 
Lord, is it poſſible that when he came back he 
ſhould make no Report of what paſſed to him? 
That Bonner ſhould never hear a Word of it from 
him, neither at that time, nor for five or ſix 
Years after? If that Biſhop had had an Account 
of it in that time, could he forget to make uſe 
of it in the Conteſt between him and Horne, when 
he had ſo great Neceſlity of proving before the 
Court of King's- Bench, that his Adverſary was no 
Biſhop, in order to ſave himſelf from being caſt 
in a Premunire? All that is alledged by himſelf, 
or that his Council appear to have been prepared 
to offer, in Juſtification of his Plea that Horne 
was No Biſhop, and his whole Conduct while that 
Indictment lay againſt him, plainly ſhews (as will 
ſoon be made appear) that he was utterly ignorant 
of any ſuch Fact as Horne's being ordained, to- 
gether with Parker and the reſt of our firſt Bi- 
ſhops, at the Nag g. Head Tavern; and if he was 
ignorant of it, his Chaplain muſt have had no 
more Knowledge of the Fact than he, or muſt 
have been very ſtupid to keep the Matter con- 
cealed from his Lord, who had expreſly ſent him 
to the Place, in order to bring him an Account 
of the Effect of his Meſſage to Landaſt, and of 
every thing elſe that paſſed there. | 


Che Al- 11. The Account that follows, of what Mea- 
furdity of ſures Parker and his Brethren were forced to take, 
= = upon Landaf*s diſappointing them, deſerves no 
Scory, aud more Credit than what we have had before. They 
the Conſe- adarefſed ibemſelves, Champney ſays, to 2 

/ whom 
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whom (® as he tells us preſently after, in his Tran- cratien 
ſcript from Conſtable's MS.) they had not thought of Ben 
un But Scory had been twice appointed to be by vim. 


one of thoſe who were to confirm and conſecrate 
Parker, in the Mandate of December 6. recited 
by Champney, and in a former Mandate in Sep- 
tember, three Months before; and he was not 
ſent for from the Nag's-Head to Come thither to 
do the Office after Landaff had refuſed it, but 
had been there together with Parker and the other 
Prelates from their firſt coming, as we under- 

ſtand from their own Writers. But the Hiſtorian 
gives a Reaſon that ſhews Parker could have no 
Thoughts of him for his Conſecrator till he found 
himſelf under a Neceſſity; becauſe he had only 
borrowed the Name of a Biſhop in King Edward's 

time, and had, without any Conſecration, unlaw- 
fully Pee ed himſelf of a Biſboprick Is he not ve- 
ry abſurd in givi "g us his own forward Opinion 
of Scory's Want of the Epiſcopal Order; as if 
1 all queſtion Parker — have been of 
the ſame Opinion with him, and for that Reaſon 
be unwilling at firſt to apply to Scory for Conſe- 
cration? Have we not clear Grounds to believe 
that Parker muſt know that Scory had his Conſe- 
cration from Cranmer, in King Edward's time, 
as well as Landaff had his in the Reign of his 
Father; and his Conſecration was no more defec- 
tive for want of the Pope's Confirmation, than 
Landaff*s had been; and that to Parker, his being 
a Proteſtant as well as himſelf, could be no Ob- 
jection againſt his being duly qualified to give 
him Ordination, nor his having been conſecra- 
ted by the Form in King Edward's Ordinal, 

by which Form Parker himſelf defired and ex- 
pected to be conſecrated, and by no other? Up- 
on what Motives therefore can it be ſuggeſted that 
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the Arch-Biſhop ele& ſhould not find it in his 
Heart to think of him for his Conſecrator, as well 
as Landaff, being both named in the ſame Com- 
miſſion? Does it not much rather appear, that 
the Inventor of the Fable, having laid his Plot to 
bring Landaff upon the Stage, and to drive him 
off again, found it neceſſary to bethink himſelf 
of ſome other Perſon to ſucceed him and ſupply 
his Place, and compleat the Mock-Conſecration; 
and without farther Conſideration pitched upon 
$cory for the Perſon to perform the Office? 

But what Method does Champney make our Pre- 
lates, and their new Conſecrator Scory, whom they 
had prevailed upon to take that Office upon him, 
reſolve to take? Landaff had deſerted them, and 
withdrawn from the Tavern, n which Place, as 
Champney owns, they had made Choice of, to 
gratify that Biſhop's. Averſion to a Proteſtant 
Church, And could they not ſee how much it 
became them, now they were at Liberty, to ad- 
Journ the Performance of a ſacred Office, and the 
Solemnities of Religion that were to attend it, to 
a Sacred Place, a Church or-Chapel? But inſtead 


of that they appear not to have had any Thought 


but of continuing in the ſame ſcandalous Place 
where Landaff and they had met; and, conſider- 
ing what a Conſecration it was that followed, they 
had good Reaſon to ſtay where they were. A 
Conſecration, without any Act of religious Wor- 
ſhip, tho' King Edward's Ordinal preſcribed by 
the Law, and the Queen's Mandate, required the 
daily Service of the Church, and the Litany, to 
be read, a Sermon preached, and the Holy Com- 
munion adminiſtred, and a ſolemn Invocation to 
be made, in the Office, of the Bleſſed Spirit, to 
confer his Gifts and Graces upon the Perſons to 
be ordained ; But in the Tavern-Conſecration, 
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they found no Room nor Occaſion for any thing 
of this, nor for the Impoſition of Hands pre- 
ſcribed in the Ordinal, with the Form of Words 
annexed to itz but Scory, as we are told, ſoorgdid 
the Buſineſs, by a Ceremony preſented to him by 
his own Imagination, or invented for him by the 
_ Hiſtorian; tho? it is more decent in this Writer 
than the Mockery in the two Writers before him. 
This Scory is made to do, by the Conſent and at 
the Requeſt of Parker and his Brethren, beſides 
all the other Acts of Diſobedience to the Queen's 
Mandate, and the Statutes of the Realm, which 
Landaff had committed if he had ſtayed; the 
taking upon him to act by himſelf, without three 
more to join with him; to conſecrate, without 
Command or Leave from the Queen, fifteen Bi- 
ſhops inſtead of one; to give them all Conſecra- 
tion before their Elections were confirmed, and 
ſome of them before they were ſo much as ele&- 
ed: Whereas the Law expreſly required. four 
Biſhops to join in the Confirmation and Conſe- 
cration of an Arch-Biſhop ; and an Arch-Biſhop 
to confirm and conſecrate the Biſhops ele& by 
himſelf, or by his Authority delegated to proper 
Perſons; and allowed no Perſon to be conſecrated 
without a preceding Confirmation of his Election, 
nor any Perſon to be either conſecrated or con- 
firmed but ſuch only as were appainted to be con- 
firmed and conſecrated by the Queen's Mandate: 
In all which Particulars, Scory and his Biſhops 
thought fit to act without any Regard either to 
the Laws or Religion, if the Story of this Con- 
ſecration is to be credited, _ 5 
And can it be conceived, that Men in their 


Senſes (as they all appeared to be, before this 


Point of Time, and after, during cheir Lives) 
ſhould without any Neceſſity, when they had it 
fully in their Power to be conſecrated in the Man- 
ner preſcribed by Law, in regard to the Perſons, 
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and the Number of them, and the Place, Time, 
and the Ceremony of Conſecration; and when 
without being ſo conſecrated they could not ho 

to be admitted and owned for Biſhops z of their 
own Humour chuſe to have an Ordination con- 
trary to the Forms of Law and Rules of Religi- 
on? which, inſtead of being approved of by the 
Government, and their Promotion to their Dig- 
nities being compleated in Conſequence of it, 
muſt have made void all that had been done for 
them already, in their Nominations and Elections, 
and in the Commiſſion for the Confirmation and 
Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhop elect; and be- 
ſides, have juſtly provoked the Queen to reject 
them utterly from having any Station or Office 
in the Church, and to puniſh them for their Diſ- 


obedience and Audaciouſneſs, by ordering both 


their Conſecrator Scory to be indicted of a Præ- 
munirs upon the Stat. 25 Hen, VIII. and Parker 
and his Brethren to be adjudged liable to the ſame 
Penalty, if the Intent of that Statute was (as the 
Words do ſufficiently appear to require to be un- 
derſtood) to make all the Perſons that execute any 
Proceſs, or that do any Af, of what Nature, 
Name, or Quality ſoever it be, to the contrary or Lett 
of due Execution of that Statute about the making of 
our Biſhops, guilty of a Premunire. If they can 
be conceived to have been in their Wits, and yet 
to have acted in this manner directly contrary to 
their Duty and their Intereſt, then we may have 
Grounds to think it poſſible that Champney's Ac- 
count of their Conſecration may be real Matter 
of Fact, and not a filly, ill-contrived, and ab- 
ſurd Romance. | 

The Romance would ſtill more diſcover itſelf, 
if the laſt Part of the Story, which we have 
from Sacroboſco and Fitz-Simon, and which I have 
before o ſhewed is enough by itſelf to deſtroy 
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the Credit of the Whole, (Scory's receiving the 
Epiſcopal Order from ſome of our Prelates, af- 
ter he had taken it upon him to confer the ſame 
Order — them) were not wanting in the Nar- 
rative of their laſt and principal Hiſtorian. His 
Omiſſion of it is unaccountable, if we conſider, 
that he does almoſt in every thing elſe only copy 
from Sacroboſco, and conſequently could not but 
have this Part, as well as the reſt of that Author's 
Relation, lying before him: And that himſelf 
tells us, he had ſet down p the whole Relation as he 
had heard it from Bluet more than once, without 
adding or detracting any Word pertaining to the Sub- 
ſtance of the Matter; and yet owns, in the next 
Page after his Narrative a, that Sacroboſco had the 
very ſame Relation from Bluet, being for ſome time 
Fellow-Priſoner with him in the Caſtle at Wisbich; 
ſo that he, as well as Champney, muſt have it from 
Bluet more than once: and if both of them had 
the whole Story from him, it follows that either 
he muſt have detraed (as he expreſſes himſelf ) 
from it, or e muſt have made an Addi- 
tion to it, without the Authority of Bluet's Report. 
And this laſt muſt ſeem to be Champney's Senſe, 
by his telling us this Tale ſoon after, of Scory's 


being thus ordained, and making uſe of it to 


prove that he never had before any Epiſcopal Con- 
ſecration, but telling it not as his own or Blyefs, 
but as Sacrobeſco's Story. I need not repeat what 


is faid elſewhere, that it was of the greateſt Im- 


Portance (as Fitz- Simon ſays) that this laſt Act of 
the Comedy ſhould not be concealed, nothing being 
more proper to ſhew the Conſecration to be a 
mere Mockery ; and therefore Champney cannot 
be conceived to have omitted it as nat pertinent 
and material, 
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our Bi- 12. But let the Fact be as it will of the man- 
ſhops Ad- ner wherein our Biſhops had their Conſecration, 
this is certain, and our Adverſaries are ſorry they 
* = ee cannot deny it, that theſe Men, Parker and the 
continzing reſt; got into Poſſeſſion of their Biſhopricks, 
in Paſſeſi- and enjoyed them during their Lives: But how 
onef then, they could poſſibly be admitted for Biſhops, 
if os fo poſing the Fact of their being ordained at the 
were A Mag- Head, the Story does not proceed to tell 
dained at us, but leaves that inſuperable Difficulty to be 
the Nag's- ſolved by ourſelves. The Ordination, as the 
Head. relate it, was deſigned by our Prelates to be clan- 
deſtine and ſecret; and if they had a Refolution 
to keep it concealed from the World, how could 
they be the better for it? How could the Govern- 
ment take any farther ſteps to compleat their Ad- 
vancement to their Dignities, it being neceſſa 
that the Queen ſhould firſt be certified of their 
having been confirmed and conſecrated, before 
they could be admitted to do Homage, and be in- 
ſtalled in their Epiſcopal Chairs, and have a Writ 
to be put into Peſitſſion of their Temporalties ? 
If they ſaw a Neceſſity, upon this account, of 
departing from their Purpoſe of keeping it pri- 
vate, and certified the Queen of the naked Truth, 
that they had no other Conſecration but that 
which they are pretended to have had at the 
Nag's-Head ; this Acknowledgment of their da- 
ring Violation of the Laws muſt have entitled 
them to no other Promotion but to a Priſon. 
How then could the Nag's-Head Writers contrive 
a way for them to certify the Government that 
they were conſecrated, and withal to compaſs 
their Deſign of being owned for Biſhops of the 
Church of England? It could be no other Way 
but by making them add the Crime of Forgery 
to their Sacrilege and Profaneneſs, and Diſobe- 
dience to the Laws; and to impoſe upon the 


2 Queen 
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Queen by a falſe Certificate, of Parker's being 
confirmed and conſecrated by four of the ſeven 
Perſons appointed in her Mandate, and of his 
having been conſecrated by King Edward's Form 
required by Law; and by the like Certificates of 
the other Biſhops after him being, according to 
the reſpective Mandates for their Confirmation 
and Conſecration, confirmed by Arch-Biſh 
Parker, after his own Conſecration was over, 
conſecrated by him, with the Aſſiſtance of ſome 
of his own Conſecrators, or ſome whom he him- 
ſelf had firſt conſecrated. This we might well 
expect to have been the Concluſion of the Hiſto- 
ry, with ſuch Circumſtances as might ſhew how 
our Biſhops had the Dexterity to carry on the 
Attempt with Succeſs, and to make the 7 
and her Miniſtry believe, that all had been done 
lawfully and regularly as her Mandates had re- 
quired. 3 


13. But by what we find in their Writers, there if Pre- 
was no occaſion for our Prelates to diſſemble or tence that 
diſguiſe the Truth of the Fact, becauſe not onl: = Par- 


the Queen and her Miniſters, but the Three pus 
ſtates of the Realm aſſembled in Parliament were 3 


ready and willing to admit of theſe Prelates, nation at 
upon the very foot of their having no better 4 Nag r- 
Ordination than that at the Tavern. So the Head. 


Story 1s concluded in the two firſt from whom 
we have it, Sacroboſco, and the Prefacer to Par- 
Jons. The former, after producing his Vouchers, 
for that Part of the Story of Scory's laying Hands 
on theſe Prelates, and the Children being burn 
without a Father ; and then ſome of them laying 
Hands upon him, and the Father's being begotten 
by the Children; after he had confirmed this by 
the Authority of the Confeſſors, from whom he 
had it, and they from Neale; to put the Mat- 
1. ter 
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ter out of Diſpute, he adds t, 6 And the Story 
« is confirmed by its being afterwards enacted 
« in Parliament, that theſe Parliamentary Pre. 
<« Jates ſhould be eſteemed lawful Biſhops. * If 
the Parliament's requiring them to be owned for 
lawful Biſhops be a Confirmation of the Story, 
then the Parliament muſt be ſuppoſed to believe 


the Story, and to be fatisfied of it by an Act of 


the Conſecration drawn up and atteſted at the 


Nag's-Head, or elſewhere, after the Ceremony. 


The Prefacer to Parſons is fully as plain and poſi- 
tive u. This Horſe-Head ordering was after- 
« wards confirmed ſynodically by Parliament, 


« wherein they were acknowledged for true Bi- 
e“ ſhops; and it was farther enacted, That no 
„Man ſhould make any doubt or call in queſtion 
«« that Ordination.“ Paſſing by his Reflection 


upon the Parliament, as taking upon them to paſs 
an Act in Spiritual Matters, which, in his wiſe 

udgment, was out of their Sphere, and belonged 
only to a Synod of the Clergy : The Parliament 
he and Sacroboſco ſpeak of muſt be that 8 Eliz. 
wherein the Bill was brought in and paſſed, de- 
claring the Manner of making and conſecrating the 
Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops of this Realm to be good, 
lawful and perfect. And could it be pretended 


that this Act declared the Tavern-Ordination to 


be ſuch? Yes, ſo we are to believe, if we have 


regard for the Judgment or Veracity of theſe 


an 
Writers, who give us this Interpretation of that 


Statute, But let us compare their Gloſs with the 
Text. The Act firſt lays down ſome Authorities 
which allow and approve the making and conſecrating 
the Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops to be duly and orderly 
done according to the Laws; as firſt the Statute 


25 Hen. VIII. then the Stat. 5 and 6 Edw. VI. 
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both revived by Queen Elizabeth ; according to 
which Statutes they declare the Queen's Arch- 
Biſhops and Biſhops, ſince the time of her Acceſ- 
ſion, to have been elefted, confirmed, and conſe- 
crated. And can theſe Statutes be ſaid to be un- 
derſtood by the Parliament, to allow and approve 
of what the Story tells us was done at the Ta- 
vern, as duly and orderly done according to the Laws ? 
If a Tavern were the Place appointed or allowed 
by King Edward's Ordinal for the Conſecration 
of Proteſtant Biſhops; or if the Ceremony which 
Scory is made to uſe either by Champney, or by 
Fitz-Simon, or Parſons's Prefacer, without any 
divine Service, or religious Solemnity, be the 
ſame with that which is preſcribed in King Ed- 
ward*s Form, annexed, as the Parliament tells 
us, to the Book of Common Prayer; then we may 
believe that the Lords and Commons had the 
Nag's-Head Conſecration in their Eye, when they 
declare, that the Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops were con- 
ſecrated according to ſuch Order and Form, and with 
ſuch Ceremonies in and about their Conſecrations, as 
were allowed and fet forth by the Af and Statute, 
(5 and 6 Edw. VI.) and the Order, annexed to the 
Book of Common Prayer. And if it were payin 

the ſame Obedience to the Statute 25 Hen. VIII 


- 


for Arch-Biſhop Parker to be conſecrated by one 
Biſhop only, as by four; and for him to be con- 
ſecrated without any preceding Confirmation of 
his Election, were the ſame as for him to be firſt 
confirmed and then conſecrated: Or for the Bi- 
ſhops to be conſecrated before they were confirm- 
ed by the Arch-Biſhop, or before ſome of them 
were elected by the Chapters, were the ſame as 
to have their Elections by the Chapters firſt, and 
then to be confirmed and conſecrated by the Arch- 
Biſhop: Or for fifteen Biſhops to be conſecrated 
together, without any Command or Leave by 
the Queen's Letters Patents but only for the Con- 
ſecration 
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ſecration of one Arch-Biſhop, were the ſame as 
for the Arch-Bifhop to be firſt conſecrated, and 
then to have a Command and Leave by Letters 


Patents from the Queen, in due Order to con- 


firm and conſecrate the other fourteen after t 
had their reſpective Elections: If theſe two Sorts 
of Proceedings were one and the ſame, then the 
Parliament might be believed to declare, That 
the Arch-Biſhop and Biſhops, ordained at the 
Tavern, were elected, confirmed and conſecrated 
according to the Order ſet forth in the Act 
25 Hen, VIII. of the Manner and Form how the 
Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops of the Realm ſhould 
be elected and made, But if their being made 
and conſecrated af er the Manner related in the 
Nag's-Head Story be directly oppoſite to the Or- 
ders and Statutes of both theſe Princes, referr'd 
to in the Act 8 Elix. then that Act of Parlia- 
ment, inſtead of being, as theſe two Writers 
make it, a Confirmation of that Story, will, as 
long as it has a Place in our Statute-Book, be a 
ſtanding Declaration of the Falſhood and Forge 
of that Story. So effectually do theſe Writers 
deſtroy the Credit of the Hiſtory which they re- 
late, by referring us to that Parliament for the 
Confirmation of 1t. 
This is farther clear from the Parliament's re- 
ferring in the Act to the Records which ſhew our 
Biſhops to have been conſecrated according to the 
Laws. For can our Adverſaries have the face to 
tell us, that by theſe Records they mean ſome 
publick Acts, that give an Account of the Nag's- 
Head Ordination? Are there any ſuch Acts to be 
ſeen or heard of ? And does it not appear that 
the Parliament mean only ſuch Acts wherein the 
Biſhops are related to be conſecrated by King 
Edward's Form? Will they tell us there were no 


ſuch Acts that were true and genuine? Then they 


muſt be ſuch as Parker and his Brethren had 
| forged, 
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Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


forged, to repreſent themſelves as lawfully con- 
ſecrated according, to the Queen's Mandates, and 
by producing ſuch Acts of their Conſecrations 
had the good Fortune to impoſe upon the eaſy 
Queen, and the credulous Lords and Commons 
in that Parliament. Here again the Hiſtory is 
wanting to itſelf, and we ought to have been told, 
that our Prelates compleated their Villany, and 
got themſelves fully eſtabliſhed, by this Forgery. 
This would have ſaved the Writers the Trouble 
of making the Acts of the Conſecrations of Par- 
ker, c. forged no ſooner than about the time 
when Mr. Maſon firſt made uſe of them, — 
Years after the time when there was the greate 

Occaſion for them, to give Satisfaction to the 
Queen and the Nation. The Author of the 
Treatiſe of Catholick Faith and Hereſy, tells us u, 
ſuppoſing there were ſuch Records of Parker's Con- 
ſecration extant in the eighth Year of Queen Eliza- 
beth, they might as well be forged in Queen Eliza- 


beth's as in King James's Reign. He is indifferent 


as to the Time, provided they be looked upon as 


forged ; but if they were forged, itought in Reaſon” 


to have been done ſo much earlier as before the 
Parliament 8 Eliz. to make that Parliament be- 
lieve, that Parker and the others were conſecrated 


according to the Laws, and by the Form in King 


Edward's Ordinal. The Author is poſitive that 
they were either not extant tben, or were forged, 
becauſe they were not produced to the Catholick 
Doctors of that time. They were not produced 
to thoſe Doctors, becauſe they never aſked for 


them, nor ever called in queſtion the Fact of the 


Ordinations of our Biſhops, as will be abundantly 
proved : But they muſt have been produced to 
the Parliament, or known to them before, or 
conſulted by them upon that Occaſion, otherwiſe 


P. 16. 
they 
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they could not declare the Conſecrations to be 
good and lawful upon the Faith of the Records. 


He ſays they were not produced, becauſe many 
were then living who could have proved them to be 


forged; and yet the time when that Parliament re- 


ferr'd to them muſt be when moſt of the Perſons 
were living who were in being at the time of the 


Conſecrations, and ſome of them ſuch Perſons, 


who both in Principle and Intereſt muſt be diſ- 
poſed to oppoſe the Bill to confirm thoſe who 
came into the Places of the Popiſh Deprived 
Prelates, and would no queſtion, if it had been 
in their Power, have prevented that Bill's paſſing 
into an Act, by proving that the Records were 
forged which were the Ground of declaring the 
Lawfulneſs of the Conſecrations. But, whatever 
were the Debates in both Houſes, and the Number 
of thoſe who gave their Votes againſt the paſſing 
of the Bill, as it appears by the Journals ſome 
did, (and they might upon their Principles have 
Reaſon to refuſe to join in an Act to confirm ſuch 
Conſecrations as good and lawful, and perfett, 
which wanted the wa Authority, and the Uſe 
of the Roman Pontifical) this is certain, that the 
Act declaring the Biſhops to have been conſecra- 
ted by King Edward's Form, and appealing to 
the Records for the Truth of that Declaration, 
was paſſed by the Conſent of the Majority of the 
Peers and Commons, and had the Queen's Royal 
Aſſent: And it muſt be incumbent upon our 
Adverſaries to prove that thoſe Records were not 
then extant; or that they were forged at that 
time, and that, tho' the Forgery of them was 
proved before the Two Houſes, yet the Queen 
and the Eſtates of the Realm were prevailed upon 
to make themſelves Parties to it, and to confirm 
the Conſecrations of our Biſhops upon the Au- 


thority of theſe forged Records. 


14. And 


Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted, 175 


14. And nothing, it appears, is too hard for LeQuien's 
a ſkilful and zealous Advocate for the Tavern f4//e and 
Story. Le Quien's great Knowledge of Perſons SE 
and Facts in our Hiſtory enables him to make ſuch 22 7 
a ſurprizing Diſcovery, and to let us into the Se- yp Par- 
cret, how the Parliament 8 Eliz. were wrought ker's Con- 
upon and brought to declare the Nag's-Head Bi- 4 — the 
ſhops to be duly and orderly conſecrated. It was 1 g E. 
effected, as he repreſents it, by a Maſter-piece of liz. 
Prieſtcraft in the Head of the Order, Arch- 

Biſhop Parker. The Father is upon other Occa- 

ſions very free with the Character of that Pre- 

late; whom he makes a * Zuinghan and Calviniſt, 

and, to be conſiſtent with himſelf, an Eraſtian 

too, (of a Principle quite oppoſite to Calvin) to 

ve a Colour to his Account, of his taking Poſ- 

eſſion of the Arch-Biſhoprick, without Solemnity, 
without Ceremony, by vertue only of the Queen's Let- 
ters Patents, upon a Belief of her having Autho- 
rity to make Biſhops without the Neceſſity of any Or- 
dination. And he repreſents him as having ſo 
little Value for a Conſecration by King Edward's 

Form, that J upon the Review of the Common Prayer 

Book in the Beginning of the Queen's Reign, be laid 
aſide the reviewing of that King's Ordinal annext 
to it; looking upon it, as Le Quien tells us, as an 
uſeleſs Book : quite contrary to what appears from 
an Authentick Paper above cited, wherein the 
Arch-Biſhop tells Secretary Cecil 2, That the Or- 
der of King Edward's Book was to be obſerved is 
bis Conſecration. But the Repreſentation of Par- 
ker's Conduct in this Parliament is the moſt ex- 
traordinary; and muſt be either very little for 
the Arch-Biſhop's, or not much to the Father's 


Reputation. The Declaration , he ſays, in the 


2 T. 1. p. 269. Addit. p 1111 T. 1. Addit. p. ir 
2 Sup. p. 142. 5 T. l. p- 428 * 
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Act 8 Eliz. diſcovers itſelf io be the Work of Par- 


ker, by the general and ambiguous Expreſſions where- 


in the Senſe of it is wrapped up: and that we may 
more eaſily believe it to come from that Hand, 
he tells us in the next Page bd, That Cranmer un- 
der King Edw. VI. and Parker under _— Eli- 
zabeth, were Maſters of the framing and drawing 
ap of the Ads of Parliament relating to Religion as 


" they pleaſed, and in ſuch a manner as might be moſt 


oper to impoſe upon and miſlead the Nation. His 
no . 0 Arch-Biſhop's Subtlety and Ar- 


tifice, in the drawing up of the Declaration in this 
Act, is grounded upon an uncommon Piece of 
Engliſh Hiſtory, That none of Queen Eliza- 
« beth's Biſhops were conſecrated by King Ed- 
« ward's Form, till five or ſix Years after Par- 
« ker, Grindall, and others (whom ſhe nominated 
4 ſoon after her Acceſſion to the Throne) had 
« been inveſted in their Sees; at the time when 
« the Convocation, Arn. 1562. had reviſed and 
« corrected King Edward's Ordinal, and made a 
« Rule for that Form to be obſerved from that 
<« time in the Conſecration of our Biſhops and 
« Clergy, tho' it had not been uſed in the Con- 
“ ſecrations of her Biſhops before. Upon this 
Ground Le Quien has the Confidence to affirm, 
that Parker drew up the Declaration in the Sta- 
tute 8 Eliz. with a Deſign to make the World 
believe, tho* he was conſcious of the contrary, 
that himſelf and Grindall, Sc. were, as well as 


thoſe later Biſhops (conſecrated after the Convo- 


cation of 1562.) ordained by King Edward's 
Form. The Declaration, as he cites it, ſets 
forth. 4 That the Queen, ſince the Beginning of her 
Reign, had cauſed divers learned Men to be elected, 
made, and conſecrated Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops ac- 


m p. 429. < T.1. p. 268, 318. Add. p. 14. 
0 T. 1. p. 426. . 1 : F 


cording 


Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
cording o King Edward's Form authorized by Par- 
liament: And afterwards declares, * That thoſe 
Perſons (all Perſons, he ſhould have ſaid) who 
have been or ſhall be conſerrated Arch-Biſhops or 
Biſhops by that Form, are and ſpall be Arch-Biſbops 
and Biſbops any Statute, &c. to the contrary 
notwithſtanding. But it does not, he ſays, declare, 
That fach and ſuch Perſons (he means Parker, 
and Grindal, &c. or any other Perſons by Name 
had been truly ordained and conſecrated accordin 
to that Form, and conſequently are truly Arch-Biſhops 


ous Expreſſions (of divers Perſons, and thoſe 
Perſons) 8 makes no Diſtin#ion between the pretended 
Conſecrations of Parker, Grindal, Horne, Jewel, 
and Sands, and thoſe of the Biſhops who were con- 
ſecrated after the Convocation, Ann. 1562. It was, 
he affirms h, Parker's Interef® that the World 
believe that his Conſecration, as well as — 

the later Biſhops, was reputed to have been lawfully 
done, at leaft according to King Edward's Form; and 
for this 22 he had made uſe of his Credit to 
prevent the Court of King's Bench from giving Fudg- 
meiit in the Suit between Bonner and Horne; and 
was without queſtion of the Committee by whom that 
Aﬀair was again had under Examination; and in 
Concert with his Friend Secretary Cecil, drew up the 
Declaration in ſuch manner, as that it might be ef. 
feftual to make all of them be equally acknowledged 
Here we have Le Quien's Information, and if 
we give Credit to it we are to believe, That Par- 
ker was convitted in his Conſcience, that neither 
himſelf nor any other of the Biſhops before the 
Convocation 1562. were conſecrated by King Ed 
ward's Ordinal : That all the Truth in the De- 
claration of the Parliament 8 Eliz. was that the 


* Ibid. 427. f Ibid, P. 426. P. 428. 
„ Queen, 


and Biſhops ; but, by thoſe indefinite and ambi- 
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Queen, after the Year 1562, and not before, 


cauſed divers Perſons to be conſecrated Arch- 
Biſhops and Biſhops, according to King Edward's 
Form; and that thoſe Perſons only could be 


looked upon to be declared by the Parliament 
Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops : But that the Decla- 


ration was ſo worded by the crafty Arch-Biſhop, 
to cover his own want of any lawful Ordination, 
as to make it appear to be the Senſe of that Par- 


liament, that himſelf and all the Biſhops that 
had been made fince the Beginning of the Queen's 
Reign, were thoſe divers Perſons conſecrated by 
that Form, and adjudged thereupon to be true 


and lawful Biſhops. He adds, that with the 


like Art he had impoſed upon the Judges of the 


 King's-Bench, who (he means) would otherwiſe 


have given Sentence that Horne had no Conſecra- 
tion by King Edward's Form, and that therefore 


Bonner's Plea was good, that he was No Biſhop. 
But ſhould not Le Quien have had a better Foun- 


dation of Truth, to ſupport this Account of 


Parker's Conduct, which, if it be groundleſs, 


muſt be looked upon not only as a bold Fiction 
of his, but as an unjuſt and baſe Scandal caſt up- 
on the Memory of that Arch-Biſhop? It is very 
eaſy to be ſatisfied what Truth there is in that 
which he gives us for certain Fact, That the 

ueen's Biſhops were none of them conſecrated 
by King Edward's Form till after that Convoca- 
tion. There needs no more but to ſee who were 
the Biſhops that fat and paſſed the XXXIX Arti- 
cles in that Convocation. There fat i Fan. 13. 
1565. beſides the Metropolitan Parker, eighteen 
Biſhops of the Province of Canterbury; and & the 
Subſcribers to the Articles Fan, 29. were Parker 
and Young, the two Arch-Biſhops of Canterbury 


| Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, p. 121. 
1 Id. Annals of Reformation, p. 289. 


and 


Ch. V. "thoroughly examined and confitted. 
and York, and eighteen of their Suffragans : Be- 
ſides that we have an Account of two more, whoſe 
Names are entered in ſome Extracts from the Re- 
giſters of Convocations, as having ſubſcribed to 
the ſame Articles. If to theſe we add the Biſhops 
of Landaff and Carliſle, it appears that all the 
_ Epiſcopal Sees in England and Wales were filled 
at that time with Biſhops, except Briſtol, which 
the Biſhop of Gloceſter was allowed to hold in 
Commendam, and Oxford, which was ſtil} kept 
vacant. The like Evidence we have if we en- 
uire what was the Number of Lords Spiritual in 
oo Parliament that began upon the fame Day 
with the Convocation; where we find no fewet 
than ! twenty two Biſhops (all, as Mr. Strype ſays, 
except the Biſhops of* Landaff and Carliſle) at- 
tending upon the Queen in the Proceſſion for the 
opening of that Parliament. And I need not 
farther refer the Reader to the Table in the ſame 
m Author, which ſhews that in April 1562, eight 
Months before the Convocation at the end of that 
Year, the whole Number of Sees were filled, ex- 
cepting the two mentioned before. If this Ac- 
count of the Number of our Prelates, at and 
before that Convocation, be to be credited, Le 
ien muſt either have a Knowledge of our At 
fairs, communicated to none but himſelf, or elſe 
he muſt expect that his own Dreams and Fancies 
muſt paſs with us for true Matter of Fa&; and 
that we ſhould take it upon his Word, that the 
whole Upper Houfe in the Synod of 1562, and 
the Biſhops Bench in that Parliament, were filled 
with none but Parker and Grindall, and three or 
four more, of the Queen's firſt Nomination ; af- 
ter whoſe Inſtalment in their Sees, we are to be- 
lieve that there were no other Biſhops made till 


i Strype's Annals of the Reformation, p. 255. 
H. p. 157. 
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that Synod had ordered that King Edward's Form 
ſhould be uſed in their Conſecrations. The like 
Agreement there is between his Account and the 
Truth of our Hiſtory, in the Number of Biſhops 
which, by his Reckoning, muſt have been made 
and conſecrated in the Interval between the Con- 
vocation 1562, and the Parliament 1566; viz. 


as many as, together with Parker and his Set of 


Biſhops, to fill the reſt of the Sees, except thoſe 
of Briſtol and Oxford; inftead of which Number, 
we find no more than one ſingle Biſhop made 
during that time, * Robinſon of Bangor, who ſuc- 
ceeded Meyrick in that See, and was conſecrated 
October 20. 1566. Beſides that, by the Father's 
Account, ſome Arch-Biſhops muſt have been 
made in that time, and yet we find from Fe- 
bruary 1562, when Young was tranſlated from 
St. David's to York, no other Arch-Biſhops but 
Parker and him, to the end of their Lives. Thus 


we ſee what Credit is to be given to Le Quien's 


Story, and the ſcandalous Report of Arch-Biſhop 
Parker, which has no other Foundation. The 
Fiction might have been more eaſily and proba- 
bly improved into another Calumny, equally in- 
jurious to Parker's Memory, and equally credible. 
Whatever hand that Prelate had m drawing up 
the Act of Parliament 8 liz. he had no queſtion 
a great hand in the framing and wording of the 
thirty nine Articles of Religion paſſed in the Con- 
vocation of 1562. In the thirty ſixth of thoſe 
Articles, he and his Brethren decree that all Per- 
ſons, who had been conſecrated by King Edward's 
Form ſince the ſecond Year of that King unto the 
?1me of that Convocation, are rightly, orderly, and 
lawfully conſecrated. This muſt appear very 
ſtrange in him and the reſt of the Biſhops that 


»Le Neve's Fali Eecleſ. Angl. p. 27, Strype's Life of 
M. Parker, p. 203, 204, 234. 
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Ch. V. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
ſat with him, to any one that believes that they 
were conſcious to themſelves, that not one of 
their whole Number ever had that Conſecration; 
but Le Quien would have had the Sagacity to 
diſcover Trick in it, that this was another 
Inſtance of the Arch-Biſhop's Diſſimulation and 
Hypocriſy, in drawing up that Article in ſuch 
terms, as by this Contrivance to make the Na- 
tion and the Chriſtian World believe, that he 
himſelf and all the Biſhops in that Synod, as well 
as thoſe of King Edward's. time, were conſe- 
crated in no other manner than by the Form in 
King Edward's Ordinal. Arn 93 
But the Father has fomething more, to ſatisfy 
us of the Truth of his Account of the Declara- 
tion in the Act of 8 Eliz. becauſe (as o he tells 
us) the very next Year after the Parliament made 
that Declaration, Stapleton, Harding, Briſtow, 
and Sanders, and all the Catbolicts, continued al- 
ways, notwithſtanding that Declaration, to maintain 
boldly that Parker and bis Brethren never received 
any Impoſition of Hands, not ſo much as accordi 
to: King Edward's Form. Sanders printed his Roc 
of the Church, Ann. 1567. the Year after this Par- 
liament; but neither Le Quien nor any body elſe 
can pretend to ſhew us that he there maintains 
any ſuch thing, except it be implied in his confi» 
dently treating Dr. Parker (as he thinks fit to call 
him) as having no more than the Name of Arch- 
Biſhop. And for what he ſays many Years after, 
in his Hiftory of the Englith Schiſm, it has been 
ſufficiently ſhewed Þ already, that nothing there 
can be made a Proof of his declaring that our 


firft Biſhops were either ordained at the Nag's- 


Head, or not conſecrated at Lambeth by the Form 
in King Edward's Ordinal. In t ſame Year 
(1567) Stapleton printed his Counter-blaſt ro Horne, 


T. 1. p. 427, 428. P Sup. p. 28, 54. 
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but in the very Preface to it (to Le Quien's great 
Surprize, who had over-looked the Preface a, till 
he came to the End of the firſt Tome of his own 
Work) that Author owns expreſly that the Queen's 
Biſhops were ordained by the Form eftabliſhed by 
King Edward. But the Father was pleaſed to find 
himſelf f of an Invention r, to elude the 
Force of that Author's expreſs Words, by ap- 


plying to the Solution of that Difficulty, the 


ame Story which had been the Ground of the 
Slander he had publiſhed of Arch-Biſhop Parker, 
and bearing us down, that the Author ſpeaks 
there of no other Biſhops, but ſuch as were not 
conſecrated till after the Year 1562. (tho? it ap- 


| ke his Number could be no more than two, 


Robinſon of Bangor, Ann. 1366. and * Jones of 
Landaff, Ann. 1567.) and never had it in his 
Thoughts to own that Parker, Grindall, and 
Horne, and others of the firſt Set of Biſhops be- 
fore the Conſecration 1562. were conſecrated b 
that Form. There will be an Occaſion afterwar 
to ſhew very clearly the Abſurdity of this Eva- 


fion, when we come to conſider that Paſſage in 


Stapleton, but this muſt be left to the following 
Chapters, as well as to make it appear (upon a 
full View of what Le Quien, and his Follower the 
Remarker, ſay to the contrary) that neither the 
Writers nor the: Popiſh Biſhops of that time deny 
the Conſecration of Parker, &c. at Lambeth, by 
King Edward's Ordinal, or had any Thought of 
declaring that thoſe Biſhops were ordained at the 

Nag's-Head Tavern. I-00 TH, | 


7. 1, Add p. i. Thid. p.ii. - 2 Sup. p. 176. 
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CHAP. 


ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confiited. 


CHAP. VI 
None of the Popiſh Biſhops or Divines of that 


time ever heard of ſuch a Fadt as the T avern- 
Conſecration. The Letters of ſome of thoſe 
Biſhops to the Queen and the Arch- Biſhop, 
at that time, prove they were res of it. 
Bonner's not having any ſuch Information 
proved from his Defence of his Plea againſt 
Horne under his Hand. The true Ground 
F his Plea ſbewed to be contradictory to the 
Nag's-Head Story. Confutation of what 
Le Quien and the Remarker pretend to the 
contrary, Bonner's ſaying that Horne had 
not four Biſhops at his Conſecration no. Proof. 
F his Denial that he was conſecrated by the. 
four Perſons named in the Regiſter. What. 


. moſt probably Bonner meant by that Expreſ 


fron. Sum of the Arguments to prove Bon- 
ner's being unacquainted with this Pretended 


Fact. Confutation of the Remarker's An. 


fer to the Argument from the Ground of 
 Bonner's Plea. Bonner's Conduct while his 
Cauſe lay before the King's Bench, and when 
it was brought 7 the Parliament, proves 
that he had no Thoughts of objecting to Horne, 
bat he æwas e the Tavern. Le Quien's 
romanticl Account of the Caſe between Bon- 
ner and Horne. His Attempt to prove that 
Bonner denied the Fact of Horne's Ordina- 


183 


tion OM what he makes (according to the 


Author of Eraſtus Sen.) to be the Office of 
eur. Engliſh Furies, Confutation of the 
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Remarker's Pretence that Horne declined 
bringing the Cauſe to a Trial, for fear it 
ſhould be proved upon him that he was or- 
dained at the Nag's-Head, Farther Obſer- 
vations from a MS. in the Cotton Library. 


* 


None of 1. N 
the Popiſo 


effectually diſproved by the Inconſiſten- 


* E . Ordination is not more 
ontradictions, and Abſurdities in the Re- 


Divines of cies, 


that tins lation of the Story in the ſeveral Writers, than 


ever heard it is from the Silence of thoſe that lived at the 
of ſuch a very time, and could not fail of having an Ac- 
3 : be count of it preſently, nor of charging it home 
Conſecra- upon the newly-ordained Biſhops. I mean the 
tion. Catholick Biſhops and Doftors of Queen Mary's time, 
(whom the Writer of the Nullity * ſpeaks of ) then 
newly deprived of their Stations and Preferments 
in the Church, and therefore ſo much the more 
forward, if there had been any ſuch Story, 7o be- 
lieve it and recount it to others b, as he ſays they 
did to Holywood, Champney, and Fitz-Simon, &c. 
who publiſied it in Print; or rather to-publiſh it 
themſelves immediately, as ſoon as the Fact was 
done, and not leave it to be put in Print forty 
Tears after. I have had Occaſion already to ſhew 
how little it was known to one ©, whom Fitz- 
Simon and others are willing to put at the Head | 
of the Nag's-Head Writers, the Hiftorian of the | 
Engliſh Schiſm, Nicholas Sanders; whoſe not pub- | 
lifhing it to the World, is a Demonſtration that | 
no ſuch Fact, after all his Care and Diligence to 
inform himſelf, ever came to-his Knowledge, for 
him to offer to give it a Place in his Hiſtory. 
And there is the like Evidence that it was un- 
known to Bonner, Heath, and the reſt of their 
Biſhops; and to Harding, and Stapleton, and 


2 Sup. p. 115. ' Ibid. Sup. p. 54, &c. | 
2 | their 


Ch. VI. thoraughly examined and confuted. 189 


their other Controverſial Writers, who were ſoon 

after engaged againſt our Proteſtant Divines in 

the Diſputes about Religion. Bonner was one 

that muſt have had the firſt Notice of it, and had 

a very particular Occaſion, five or ſix Tears af- 

ter, to publiſh his Knowledge of the Fact in his 

own Defence. But both he and the reſt of the 

Biſhops did not want a more early Opportunity 

of diſcovering it, as ſoon as they are pretended 

to come to hear of it, to the Confuſion of the 

Anti-Biſhops, and the Shame of any that — 

tended to countenance or protect them. r. 

Strype produces a Letter 4 of that Biſhop, and The Les. 

Heath, and ſome others, ſubſcribed with their 7 9 

Names, and ſent to the Queen, dated December 4. — 1 

1559. two Days before her ſecond Mandate was gr, to 

iſſued for the Confirmation and Conſecration of the 2ueen * 

Arch-Biſhop Parker, but almoſt three Months 2d the 
after the Pretended Ordination of him and his 50% e, 

Brethren at the Tavern. They could not but 4% %crs 

have had time enough, if there had been any ſuch ignorant 

Fact, to be apprized of it; and could they then it. 

have forborne, upon this Occaſion, to let her Ma- 

jeſty underſtand that the Prelate whom ſhe was 

then promoting to the Arch-Biſhoprick in the le- 

gal Courſe, had ſome Months ſince, without any 

regard to the Pope's or to her Authority, or to 

the Laws in the Church or State, placed himſelf 

of his own Head in the Metropalitical Chair, and 

had, together with ſome others whom ſhe had 

nominated to the vacant Sees, procured himſelf 

and them to be ordained Biſhops in a very ſcan- 

dalous Place and Manner? Muſt they not hope, 

that this Information would have provoked the 

Queen to an utter Abhorrence of him and the reſt 

of thoſe Hedge Prieſts, (a Name which would have 


4 Annals of Reform, under Q. Eliz. Part 1. p. 147. from 


Sir Hen. Sydn. Memor. 
; been 
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been proper for them, and which Parſons © im- 
pudently tells us ſhe gave to Arch-Biſhop V bit- 
ift, and others of the Prelates who came to do 
the laſt Offices to her upon her Death-bed). and 
have brought her to a Reſolution of reſtoring to 
their Sees her Siſter's Biſhops lately deprived, ra- 
ther than to ſet up ſuch a baſe and contemptible 
Sort of Hierarchy ? But, inſtead of giving her 
this Account, all the Effe& of their Addreſs to 
her, is only in general to call her back from 
Schiſms and Hereſies to the Ancient Catholick Faith, 
and to lay before her her Duty to be ſubject to 
the Supremacy of the Church of Rome. If we ſup- 
poſe that they were under ſome degree of Awe 
that reftrained them in their Approaches to the 
Queen's Majeſty; they had Reaſon at leaſt to 
be more free with Parker himſelf, to whom, as 
the ſame Writer f informs us, they writ a Letter 
foon after, loading him, and the Biſhops and Clergy 
then placed in the Church, with Curſes and Threat- 
rings, for not acknowledging the Papacy. The Con- 
tents of their Letter we may learn (tho? the Let- 
ter itſelf is not extant) by another from the Arch- 
Biſhop to them, dated March 26. 1560. where 
he gives an Anſwer to the Particulars of it in or- 
der; and by that Anſwer nothing more appears 
to have been objected by them, but that our Pre- 
lates were Proteſtants, and refuſed to be in Sub- 
jection to the Authority of the Biſhop of Rome. 
Had they not here a fair Opportunity to take 
ſome Notice, how theſe Men, who rejected the 
Supreme Paſtor of Chriſt's Church, had taken 
upon them to make themſelves Biſhops and Paſ- 
tors, in ſuch a Way that the hearing of it muſt 
fill the whole Chriſtian World with Horror and 
Aſtoniſnment? Could they be ignorant of ſuch a 


* Diſcuſſion, p. 219. Fitz-Simon in Britannomachia p. 318. 
! Life of Matth. Parker, p. 67. 7 


Fact, 
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Fact, done almoſt three Months before, at which * 
the Chaplain of one of them, ſent by his Lord 

to the Place, for that as well as other Purpoſes, 
was preſent, and ſaw and heard every thing that 
was ſaid or done, and was to report it to his Lord 

as ſoon as he returned from the Place? If, ſup- 
poſing it to be done, it was not poſſible that they 
ſhould be ignorant of it, does not their not 
ſpeaking a Word that might look that way ſnew 
there was no ſuch Fact, nor any ſuch Perſon as 

is pretended preſent at the doing of it, to be an 
Evidence of it to them? 33 | 


2. But Bonner, as I ſaid before, had within a 'Bonner's 
very few Years a particular and more preſſing 1 having 
Occaſion to give an Account of this ſcandalous 1” qe = 
Proceeding ; when he came to be engaged in a pred 
Conteſt with Horne Biſhop of Wincheſter, before from bis 
the Court of King's Bench in Weſtminſter-Hall.' Defence of 
We have in the Reports s of the Lord Chief Juſ- , Fe 
tice Dyer, the Exceptions he put in by his Council go 
to the Indictment brought againſt him for refuſing 
to take the Oath of Supremacy, tendered to him 
by Biſhop Horne, upon the Statute 3 Eliz. em- 

_— the Biſhops to tender the Oath to any 

iccleſiaſtical Perſons within their Dioceſſes. The 
chief of thoſe Exceptions was, That Horne was 
No Biſbop; and this the Judges, after much De- 
bate, agreed ſhould be tried by a Jury. As it 
never came to a Trial, we can have no 

Light from the Reports, upon what Grounds this 
Exception was made; but all we have is from 
ſome Draughts in Bonzer's own Hand, among 
Mr. Fox's MSS. printed from thence by Mr. 
Strype; and from another MS. in the Cotton Li- 
brary, part of which is produced by the ſame. 
Author, In Bonner's Draughts of what he ap- 


2 Term, Mich, A. 6 & 7 Elie... | 
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— to have thought proper to be alledged by 
imſelf or his Council, he ſays in Relation to 
Horne's Perſon and his Title, „ h That he was 
« not lawful Biſhop of Wincheſter, but an In- 
< truder and Uſurper and unlawful Poſſeſſioner, 
c as not elected, conſecrated, or provided ac- 
& cording to the Laws of the Catholick Church, 
< and the Statutes and Ordinances of the Realm, 
« nor eligible to that Dignity according to the 
4 Canons of the Catholick Church, being a Per- 
<« ſor infamed, unworthy, and utterly unmeet 
& for the ſame.” And again, i That he was 
« no lawful Biſhop— for many Cauſes, and eſpe- 

bo was not lawfully conſecrated 
„ according to the Statutes of this Realm, eſpe- 
« cially Stat. 25 H. VIII. ch. 20. which required 
4 one Arch-Biſhop and two Biſhops, or elſe four 


„ Biſhops, at his Conſecration; which he had 


<4 not.” And again, „* That he ought to be 


c excluded and rejected from the Biſhoprick of 


« Wincheſter, as an Intruder, Uſurper, and un- 


« lawful Poſſeſſioner, eſpecially being a notori- 
&« ous Lecher and Adulterer, Heretick, and | 
« Schiſmatick, and in no wiſe a lawful Biſhop. 
Theſe are what Objections he: has againſt Horne, 
to make good his Plea of his being No Biſhop 3 and 
can any one that reads this conceive that Bonner 


had known very well for five or ſix Years, that 


his Adverſary, together with Parker and others 
of our Biſhops, was conſecrated at the Nag's-Head 
Tavern, and yet that ſcandalous and profane Con- 
ſecration ſhould have no Place among the Heads 
of Objections againft Horne? He allows himſelf, 


it appears, to load that Prelate with Calumnies, 


which he knew he ſhould not be called upon to 


| prove, being quite foreign to the Plea which he 


k Strype's Annals of Q Eliz. „ Ibid. P. 342. 
| had 
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had put into the Court againſt him; as his being an 


infamous and unworthy Perſon, a notorious Lecher, A- 
dullerer, Heretick and Sthiſmatick ; all which, tho? it 
had been real Truth and not only a malicious vile 
Scandal, could not have proved Horne to be No 
Biſhop, if he had been truly and Jegally elected, 
confirmed, and conſecrated: But he haas not a 
Word of that Charge, which alone would have 
been effectual to have juſtified his own Plea, and 
to have blackned his Adverſary as much as any 
other Crime the Guilt of which he charges him 
with; his taking upon him the higheſt Order in 
the Church in ſuch a profane and ſacrilegious 
Manner. But inſtead ol laying open the Hiſtory 
of his Ordination at the Tavern, the Reſult of 
what he ſets down to be alledged in proof that 
he was No Biſbop, is that he was not laui 
made, in particular that he was not conſecrated ac- 
cording to the Statute 25 Hen. VIII, which required 
that he that is to be conſecrated muſt among other 
things have one Arch-Biſhop and two Biſhops, or elſe 
four Biſhops, at his Conſecration; which the ſaid 
Dr. Horne bad not. Setting aſide his Miftake in 
the Words of that Statute, (which does not re- 
quire four Biſhops to conſecrate any one under ths 
now of an Arch-Biſhop) what could have been 
more natural for him than to have concluded thus 
upon this Head) Which the faid Dr. Horne 
c had not, but only one Scory an Apoſtate Prieſt 
« for his Conſecrator, who ordained him not in 
any ſacred Place but in a Tavern, without any 
<< of the Ceremonies preſcribed to be obſerved in 
© the Conſeeration of a Biſhop, either by the 
& Roman Pontifical, or King Edward's Ordinal, 
and without any religious Solemnity at all.“ 
This would have been directly to his Purpoſe, 
and the Account of ſuch a ſcandalous Proceeding 


« * 
{1 


ought to have filled (ramque paginam) the whole 


almoſt of what he lays down in theſe Papers. 
y Every 
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Every thing elſe that we meet with in them is ab 
impertinent, and as far from the Merits of the 


Cauſe, as the railing Accuſation againſt his Ad- 


verſary ſet down already. For inſtance, ! His de- 
manding Juſtice of the Court againſt that Biſnop 
for bringing him in Peril of his Life, by making 
him run the Gantlet thro? the Rabble from the 
Marſhalſea to the Biſhop's Palace, and back a- 
gain; a good Proof (not that the Biſhop, as he 
ſays, had ſet them upon him, but) that he was ſo 
ai for his former barbarous Cruelties that his 
Priſon was his only Sanctuary: ® His Vanity in 
faying Biſhop Horne and his Secretary knew not 
how to draw up the Act without his teaching 


them: "His fruitleſs Attempt to prove, in a 


great many Words, that the Oath of Supremacy 
was not lawful for him to take. And, o That 
which was as audacious as weak, his declarin 


that the Statutes 1 and 5 Eliz. by vertue of whic 


the Oath of Supremacy had been enacted, and 
was twice tendered to him, had no Strength, Force, 
or Power, for want of the Conſent of the Lords Spi- 
ritual and Temporal, and, Commons in Parliament 
aſſembled. What does he mean ? Were not theſe 
Statutes paſſed in full Parliament by the Majority 
of the Two Houfes, and then had the Royal Aſ- 
ſent? Yes, but he means, they wanted the Con- 
ſent of the Lords Spiritual, that is, of himſelf 
and the other Popiſh Prelates, who diſſented 
when the Bill ald in the former, and were de- 
prived ſome Years before the latter Parliament. 
Could ſuch trifling have been of any Service to 
him in his Cauſe? Would his Council have offer- 
ed to plead before the Judges, upon theſe Reaſons, 
that thoſe Acts of Parliament had no Authority? 
Or could they have been ſo ridiculous as to argue 


1 Ibid. p. 242. * Ibid. p. 243. * Ibid. p. 341, 342. 
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before the Court upon thoſe other frivolous Pre- 
tences? What then could be the Reaſon of ſuch © 


Allegations taking up almoſt the whole of his 
Defence, if he knew he had that to offer which 
would have confounded both his Adverſary and 
the Council for him; and have obliged the Court 
to acquit Bonner, and to give Sentence that nei- 
ther Horne nor any other of our firſt Reformed 
Prelates, were true Biſhops? If his Defence in 
theſe Papers was drawn up after his Plea was put 
in and received by the Court, could a Man ſo 
bold and inſolent, as Bonner was known to be, 
have been able to diſſemble the Advantage he had 
againſt his Adverſary? His Plea was that Horne 
was no Biſhop: The Court were ſo fair and im- 
Partial as to admit this Plea upon Iſſue, and to 
agree that it ſhould be try*d by a Jury. If Bonner 
knew and remembred that Horne, and Parker, and 
the reſt of our firſt Biſhops were ordain'd at the 
Nag's-Head, muſt he not look upon his Plea's being 


receiv*d by the Judges, as half the Victor already 


gain'd? muſt he not have ſeen that now he had it 
in his Power to ruin the newly ſettled Hierarchy 
of the Proteſtant Biſhops? that he only wanted 
the Trial to be brought on before a Jury, at 
which time neither the adverſe Council nor the 
Court could be able to withſtand the Evidence 
which he had to produce of this Fact, That nei- 
ther Horne, nor any of the reſt, had any lawful 
Ordination, but that they were ordain'd' in fo 
ſcandalous a Place and ſo profane a manner? 
Could he then have forborne to make ſome Diſco- 
very of this Aſſurance of the Strength of his Cauſe 
in theſeDraughts of the Heads of his Defence? could 
his Modeſty and Prudence have laid ſuch a Re- 

ſtraint upon him, as not to ſay a Word by whom, 
and where, and in what manner Horne was conſe- 
crated, but only that he had not an Arch-Biſhop, 
nor a legal Number of Biſhops, at his Conſecra- 
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The true Zut there is no need of inſiſting upon this Ar. 
Ground gument, from Bonner's own Draughts of his Caſe, 


Bonner”s 


Pla ſhew- © prove that he had no thought of alledging the 
ed tz bs Nag's-Head Ordination, if it can otherwiſe be 
contradic- made appear, that he and his Council had quite 
— the different Grounds to offer in Proof of his Plea, and 
* ,. ſuch as his Council would never have made uſe of, 


——_ if he could have inſtructed them to object and 


prove againſt Horne that he had his Ordination at 
that Tavern; then it will follow that this Caſe be- 
tween him and that Biſhop proves that he was ut- 
terly ignorant of that Story. And this will ap- 
pear from the MS. in the Cotton Library, part of 
which is produced by Þ Mr. Strype; and I ſhall my 
felf ſet down a Tranſcript from the MS. of as 
much as relates to this Subject. It is a Diſcourſe 
writ in Queen Elizabeth's Reign, and deſigned for 
the Preſs, by one that was not diſpoſed to be 
partial in favour of the Biſhops, his Subject be- 
ing to prove that they had no ſuch Juriſdiction 
by Law, as they pretended to exerciſe in their 
Courts. Upon 4 this Occaſion he finds it proper 
to ſhew, as of other Statutes, ſo of the Stat. 
8 Eliz. that it gives the Biſhops no ſuch Juriſ- 
diction ; and his Reaſons are, firſt, That the 
Deſign of that Statute was only 0 take away all 
Ambignities and Queſtions about the making of out 
Biſhops, and the Words of the Statute can extend 
#0 farther than to take away all Doubts about their 
Elections, Confirmations, and Conſecrations. Se- 
condly, that the Statute itſelf proves what was the 
Cauſe of making it, vi. Whereas the Book of 
« Common Prayer was only eſtabliſhed in the 
« firſt Year of her Majeſty's Reign, and not the 
«« Book of King Edward for making of Mini- 
<« ters, and conſecrating of Biſhops, and yet ne- 


” Life of Matth. Parker, p. 60. 4 Cotton Libr. Cleo- 
patra F. i. fol. 45, 46. In Mr. Strype it is miſprinted F. 4. 
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«« yertheleſs the Biſhops and Miniſters were made 
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according to the faid Book, not yet authorized 
by Parliament; ſeeing the Stat. of 25 H. VIII. 
touching the making of Biſhops, was only re- 
vived A. Ino. it was thought that the Conſe- 
cration of them ſhould have been made ac- 
cording to the Form uſed 25 Hen. VIII. and 
not according to the Book of King Edward, 
repealed in Queen Mary's time. 2 
« Wherefore (as he goes on in the next Words) 
it appeareth in L. Dyer's Book, that at the 
Arraignment of Bonner he cavilled upon the 
Point, Whether Horne Biſhop of Wincheſter 
were a Biſhop or no. And it ſeemeth it was 
reſolved that if he would he ſhould be received 
upon that Iſſue, and the Jury ſhould try it. 
And the Cauſe was nothing elſe than that he was 
made Biſhop according to the Book of King 
Edward, not yet authorized in Parliament: 
Another Objection was againſt the Conſecration 
of Parker Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, by whom 
the reſt were afterwards confecrated and inveſt- 
ed. For whereas by Law three Biſhops at the 
leaſt ought to be at the conſecrating of an Arch. 


Biſhop, it was pretended that at his Conſecra- 


tion there was never a Biſhop at all. For Bar- 


low, Scory, Coverdale, and Bale, albeit in King 


Edward's Days they were Biſhops, yet were 
they deprived in the time of Queen Mary, 
and not reſtored again. And the two Suffra- 
gans of Bedford and Thetford were in the ſaid 
time of Queen Mary depoſed by Act of Par- 
liament: ſo as it was ſuppoſed there was not one 
Biſhop at the ſaid Arch-Biſhop's Conſecration. 
« Arch-Biſhop Parker, in the Deſcription of 
his own Life, ſeemeth to pretend that his Con- 
ſecration ſo paſſed lege quddam de hdc re latd; 
which cannot be underſtood of any other Act 


of Parliament than this: which indeed was 
- e . O : ——_— 
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« very neceſſary both for the Confirmation of his 
&« own Conſecration and of all the Biſhops beſides; 
« and likewiſe the ordering of all the Minifters 
ce that were made from the — of her Ma- 
« jeſty's Reign, until the time of the making of 
« the ſaid Statute. | 

« And ſo the Book of making of Miniſters and 
«« Biſhops being confirmed by Parliament, I do 
« not deny but that the Elections, the Conſecra- 
« tions and Inveſtments, are as lawful now as in 


* the Days of King Henry VIII. and King Ed. 


« ward VI. notwithſtanding any _—_ betwixt 
ce the Letters Patents then and now. But it fol- 
*« Joweth not that thereby any Juriſdiction is 


* granted to them, Wc.” 


| 4. I lay ſo much of -this Part of the Diſcourſe 
before the Reader, becauſe it will be of Uſe in ſe- 


veral reſpects. And firſt it ſhews, what an im- 


partial Writer of thoſe Times underſtood to be 
the Ground of Boxner's and his Council's Plea 

inſt Horne, viz. That he was conſecrated only 
by the Form in King Edward's Ordinal, which, 
tho' eſtabliſhed by that Prince, yet had been ab- 
rogated by Queen Mary, and was not reſtored 
by Queen Elizabeth at the time of Horne's Conſe- 
cration; and conſequently he was not conſecrated 
according to Law. This he not only ſays was 
the Ground of Bonner's Plea, but lays down firft 
a Proof of it, that the ſame was the. Cauſe of 
making the Act 8 Eliz. which he ſays appears 
from the Act itſelf. How it appears from that 
Statute he does not ſhew, but the Words of the 
Statute clearly prove it. It was made to put an 
End to the Sueftions lately grown about the making 
and conſecrating our Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops ; 
which it does by touching, in the firſt place, juch 
Authorities as allow and approve the making and 
conſecrating of them io be duly and orderly ** 
x <a | ne 


Ch. VI. | thoroughly examined and confuted. 

One of theſe Authorities is the Star. 5 and 6 Ed. VI. 
and the Parliament 8 Eliz. fay, that King Edward 
in that Statute did add and put to the Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, the Order and Form how our Biſhops 
and Miniſters ſhould be conſecrated ; that Queen 
Mary repealed this Statute, but it was re-eſtabliſhed 
in the firſt Year of Qucex Elizabeth; and that the 


Queen's Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops bad been conſe- 


erated according to the Order and Form preſcribed 
by that Statute. What Queſtion, about the maki 
and conſeerating our Arch-Biſhops, can we ſuppe 
the Parliament intended to put an End to by this 
Declaration ? Can it be any other than this, Whe- 
ther King Edward's Form, by which they were 
conſecrated, was not deſtitute of legal Authority, 
being not reſtored by Act of Parliament 1 Elix. 
after it had been repealed by Queen Mary; to 


determine which Queſtion the Parliament declares, 
That it was reſtored 1 Ez. to its former Autho- - 
rity, and our Biſhops were conſecrated by it? So 


it appears from the Words of the -Statute, that 
this Queſtion was the Occaſion of the making of 
it in that Parliament; and its being intended to 
take away ſuch Queſtions, as were lately grown, is 
(beſides irs being confeſſed on all hands that the. 
Suit between Horne and Bonner gave Occaſion to 
the bringing in this Bill in that Parliament) a 


good Reaſon for us to underſtand, that thofe 


Queſtions aroſe lately from the bold Speech and 
Talk of the Party (as it is expreſſed in the AR) 
upon Bonner's Counſel having put in, and the 
Judges of the King's-Bench not having rejected 
ſuch a Pla. | 
But if the Ground of that Plea be ſuch as this 


Writer relates, and the Stat. 8 Eliz. proves it 


was, and our Hiſtorians, Heylin, Fuller, Burnet, 


"__ and Collier, as well as Biſhop Bramball 


at other Controverſial Writers, affirm it to have 
been; it utterly deſtroys ha of Bonner's 
5 DO 2 5 or 
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or his Council's having it in their Thoughts to 
object the Nag's-Head Ordination againſt Horne. 
For their pleading that he was no Biſhop, upon 


this Reaſon, that he was conſecrated by King Ed- 


ward's Ordinal, not yet authorized by Parliament, 
implies an Acknowledgment that he was conſe- 
crated by that Ordinal : Which neither Bonner nor 
his Council can be ſuppoſed to make, if he him- 
ſelf, and they from him, had been informed that 
Horne was ordained at the Nag's-Head. So that 
Bonner's having had ſuch Information from the 
pretended Eye. witneſs his Chaplain Neale, and 
Neale's having any ſuch Story to tell him, is 
plainly diſproved from this Plea, wherein he in 
effect diſclaims his having ever had any Know- 


ledge of that Fact; and owns that the Matter of 
Fact in Horne's Conſecration was the quite contra- 


ry, that is, that the Order and Form and all the 
Solemnities of Religion obſerved in it, were the 
ſame that King Edward's Ordinal requires, and 
no other. | 


5. Tis true that in Bouner's own Draughts we do 
not find this Objection relating to King Edward's 


Ordinal, but only (as it appears — r Horne's 


not having had an Arch-Biſhop and two Biſhops, or 
four Biſhops, at his Conſecration ; but from this 
nothing can be interred, but that the Objection of 
Horne's not having the legal Number of Conſe- 
crators, was that which he himſelf thought might 


properly be alledged by his Council; but they, i 
notwithſtanding, who were better Judges what 


might be of moſt Service to maintain his Plea, 
might reſolve to proceed upon another Ground, 
which they conceived would better bear the 
Weight af; an Argument in point of Law. And 
that it was their Intention to proceed upon this 
Ground (of King Edward's Ordinal) if the Cauſe 


r Sup. P · 189; wah 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

had come to a Trial, appears from the Teſtimony 
of this Writer lying before us, and the others al. 
ter him abovementioned, as well as from the 


Words of the Stat. 8 Eliz. as I have ſhewed. 


6. Le Quien ſays ſ he will not deny but Bonner Confuta- 
might poſſibly alledge this Reaſon in his Defence; and % of 


the Remarker grants that he might inſiſt upon this as c 
one Reaſon. But then the former ſays that Bonner 


Quien and 


alledged this only par abondance de droit; that is, marker 
as ſomething which in Law he might plead over pretend 10 
and above, beſides the other main Point: And e cent a- 


the Remarker has the ſame Meaning, that * it was 82 
only a ſubſidiary Point of Law. Bonner's Council, 
he ſays », caſt the Iſſue upen two Points of Law. 
One, that he had not been conſecrated by the Number 
of Biſhops appointed by Law; the other, that even 
ſuppoſing that Number had conſecrated him, either 
they did it according to the Pontifical, which was 
now illegal, or according to the New Ordinal, and 
that not being yet eſtabliſhed by Name, his Conſecra- 
tion would ſtill be illegal. — though he may 
think he ſtates this latter Point with great Nice- 
neſs, yet he muſt give me leave to tell him, that 
he puts a very ſilly Dilemma into the Mouths of 
Bonner's Council. If the Roman Pontifical was 
revived 1 Eliz. as preſcribed in the Stat. 25 H. VIII. 
and the Ordinal eſtabliſhed by King Edward's 
Statute was not revived, it follows plainly that 
the Form in King Edward's Ordinal was illegal, 
and the Old Form in the Pontifical was the only 
legal Form at that time; on the contrary, if 
King Edward's Ordinal were revived, and the 
Roman Pontifical not revived, the Form in the 
Pontifical muſt be illegal, and that. in the Ordi- 
nal the legal Form. How will he then make Bon- 
ner's Council argue, that whether Horne was con- 
ſecrated by the Pontifical, or by the Ordinal, 
T. 1. p. 253. 1 P. 298. * PF: 207% : 
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his Conſecration muſt be illegal? But this Acute- 


neſs is peculiar to the Remarker : What both L. 
Quien and he agree in is, that the main and prin. 
cipal Point of the Plea of Bonner and his Council 
was, That Horne had not the legal Number of 
Conſecrators ; and that other, Of the Form where. 
by he might be conſecrated not being eſtabliſhed 
by Law, was only a ſecondary and ſubſidiary 
Point, ex abundanti, and upon a Suppoſition. 
The Reaſon why they are willing to make uſe of 
this Diſtinction is, becauſe if it be admitted that 
this latter was a direct and categorical Plea, it 
would imply Boxner's and his CounciPs diſowning 
the Nag's-Head Ordination, and granting that the 
new Ordinal of King Edward, according to the 
Account in the Lambeth Regiſter, (and not Scory's 
fantaſtical Form in the Tavern- Story) was actual- 
ty uſed in Horne's Conſecration. To avoid this, 
Le Quien invented, and the Remarker was glad to 
make uſe of this Hypothefis, of Bonner's having 


two Points to offer in defence of his Plea: The firſt 


and principal, That Horne was actually conſe- 
crated at no other Place but the Nag's-Head, and 
had no other Form or Manner of Conſecration 
but that which Scory uſed at that Tavern: The ſe- 
cond and ſubſidiary Point, That upon Suppoſiti- 
on that he was conſecrated at Lambeth, and by the 
Form in King Edward's Ordinal, yet for want of 
that Ordinal's being re-eſtabliſhed by Law before 
his Conſecration, he could not be looked upon 
as legally conſecrated ; and conſequently was no 
Biſhop. 

But firſt, if Bonner had been informed of the 
Nag's-Head Ordination, and could have produced 
Evidence of the Fact, it is not poſſible to conceive 
that he or his Council would look for any other 
Plea, and not rather chuſe to abide by this, as 
ſure to carry the Cauſe for him; much leſs that 
they would ſecond it with ſuch a Plea, as _ 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


firſt ſuppoſe the Fact alledged in his former Plea 
to be falſe and ſcandalous, and then could have 
no better Ground than a Cavl in point of Law, 
which he could not hope the Judges would not 
over-rule, - if they ſhould deny to do him Juſtice 
in his firſt Plea, which was, in his Opinion, fo 
clear and indiſputable. Secondly, the Writer 
from whom the Tranſcript above 1s taken, de- 
clares expreſly that Horne's being made Biſhop by 
the Book of King Edward not yet authoriſed by Par- 
liament, was the Cauſe, and » nothing elſe, of 
Bonner*s Cavil, whether Horne were Biſhop or not. 
And though in the very next Words he ſpeaks of 
another Objection againſt the Conſecration of Parker, 
that his Conſecrators had been deprived by Queen 
Mary, and not reſtored again by Queen Eliza- 
beth; and ſhews it to be his own Opinion, that 
for this Reaſon Parker's Conſecration, and the 


Ordinations of all others that derived their Orders 


from him, ſtood in need to be confirmed by Act 
of Parliament, till the Statute paſſed 8 Eliz. yet 
he does not mention this as a Cauſe why Bonner 
or his Council called in queſtion Zorxe's Ordina- 
tion, tho* Horne was one of thoſe who were con- 
ſecrated and inveſted by Parker. Thirdly, the 
reſt of our Writers, Arch-Biſhop Bramball = in 
ſeveral Places of his Works, Dr. Heylin v in his 
Hiſtory of the Reformation, Biſhop Burnet * in 
his Expoſition of the thirty ſixth Article, and 
Mr. Strype *, agree that the Ground of Boxner's 
Plea was an Omiſſion in the Stat. 1 Eliz. which 
reſtored the Book of Common-Prayer, but did 


not diſtinctly and in expreſs Words reſtore the 


Form of Conſecration of Biſhops, Cc. annexed 
to it; which Omiſſion gave our Adverſaries an 


Handle to pretend that the Form was not le- 


„Sup. p. 193. * P. 254, 255, 452. Y P. 346 
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gally re-eſtabliſhed. And the Author of Eraſtus 
Sen. lays down this for the Ground of his Argu- 
ment in the laſt Part of his Book to prove that 
Parker and Horne, c. had no legal Conſecration. 
This is a ſufficient Diſproof of Le Quien's and the 
 Remarker*s Pretence, that Horne's being ordained 
at the Nag's-Head was the principal Point, and 
that, ſuppoſing he was conſecrated by the Ordi- 
nal, yet that Form was not legally authorized, 
only a ſubſidiary Point of Bonner”s Plea : And the 
Remarker's Confidence in calling it manifeſt ſhuf- 
fing in F. Le Courayer and his Proteſtant Authors, 
to pretend that Bonner's Plea was chiefly on account 
of King Edward's Ordinal not being re-eſtabliſhed by 
ame, may be juſtly return'd upon himſelf; as 
his and Ze Quien's Pretence to the contrary ap- 
rs to be falſe and groundleſs, and nothing elfe 

ut a ſhuffling Evaſion to ward off the Force of 
the Argument from Bonner's Plea, that utterly 
ruins the Credit of the Tavern-Story. 


Bonner's 7. But Le Quien is poſitive that Bonner's alledg- 


1 ing in his Draughts, that , Horne had not an Arc b- 
orne had 


bur Biſhop and two Biſhops, or four Biſhops, at his Con- 
Biſhops Jecration, is a ſufficient Proof that it was the 
for his Meaning of his Plea to deny that Horne was con- 


Conſecra- ſecrated by Arch-Biſhop Parker, and the Biſhops of 


tors, no 


Poe of St. David's, London, Coventry and Litchfield, 


bi; Beriz: whom the Regiſter names for his Conſecrators; | 


that he becauſe if it had been rue, and publickly known, 
was conſe that Horne was conſecrated by theſe four Perſons, 
3 Bonner and his Council muſt be void of Senſe and 
75 4 Reaſon in being ſo bold and raſh as to maintain 
named in openly, that Horne was not conſecrated by three (he 
the Regiſ- ſhould have ſaid four) Biſhops. The Remarker 
ter. copies after Le Quien, and ſays e, that Bonner 
could not poſſubly inſiſt upon the Defect of the Num- 

ber of Conſecrators, but in Suppoſition of Horne's 
T8. 25G . 

ey 4 Y Conſe- 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
Conſecration being performed at the Nag's-Head, or 


ſome ſuch May. He brings the ſame Reaſon as 


Le Quien, but is ſo wiſe as, by that which he adds 
to it in the Cloſe, to deſtroy the whole Force of 
it. His Words are d, According to the Lambeth 
Conſecration, Horne was conſecrated by Parker, 4, 
fiſted by the Biſhops of St. David's, London, and 
Coventry. Conſequently Bonner and his Council 
' (the three eminent Lawyers, Plowden, Wray, and 
Lovelace) muſt have been eminently mad, to inſiſt 
upon the Statute of Hen. VIII. if it was notorious 
that Horne was conſecrated by them, and (as he 
adds in the Cloſe) that they were legal Biſhops. 
This Writer, it is plain, was not aware, nor per- 
haps underſtands at this time, that theſe Words, 
and that they were legal Biſhops, deſtroy the Force 
of Le Quien's whole Argument, as well as of the 
former Part of his own. But if he wants his 
Eyes to be opened, or the Matter to be ſet in a 
clearer Light, let him conſider what follows. 
Bonner and his Council, he ſays, muſt have been 
arrant Madmen to plead that Horne had not three 


or four Biſhops at his Conſecration, if it was 


notorious that Horne was conſecrated by Parker and 
the Biſhops of St. David's, London, and Coven- 
try, and that they were legal Biſhops. He means 
they muſt have been able to have proved that 
theſe four Perſons did not conſecrate Horne, and 
that they were not legal Biſhops ; or elſe in of- 
fering ſuch a Plea to the Court they would have 
deſerved to be ſent to Bedlam. But if they had 
been able to make Proof of the laſt Particular, 
that they were not legal Biſhops, the Neceſſity of 
their proving the firſt, that Horne was not conſe- 
crated by them, would have been quite out of 
doors; for they might have allowed that theſe 
four Perſons conſecrated Horne, and have main- 
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tained notwithſtanding, that for want of theſe 
Perſons being legal Biſhops, Horne had not, as 
the Statute of Hen. VIII. required, three or four 
Biſhops, or one Biſhop, at his Conſecration, 
thoſe that conſecrated him being no Biſhops in 
the Eye of the Law. So Le Quien's Follower may 
ſee, if he pleaſes, that by this Improvement (as 
he takes it to be) of Le Quien's Reaſoning, he 
plainly deſtroys the Force of it. But to conſider 
It as it ſtands in Le Quien (without the Remarker's 
Addition, wherein he obligingly (to uſe a Word of 
his own) confutes the Father's and his own Argu- 
ment) Bonner and his Council, as the Father ar- 
gues, muſt have been void of Senſe and Reaſon, 
to plead that Horne had not three Biſhops at his 
Conſecration, if it had been certain and publick 
and notorious, that Horne was conſecrated by the 


 Arch-Biſhop and the other Biſhops named in the 


Regiſter ; conſequently they had no other way to 


make good their Plea but only by diſproving that 


Matter of Fact, and ſhewing that Horne was not 
conſecrated by Arch-Biſhop Parker and thoſe 
other Biſhops. But if they might have offered 
other Reaſons to prove their Plea, without de- 
nying but allowing the Matter of Fact to have 
been as it is related in our Regiſter, that Horne 
was actually conſecrated by the Perſons named 
there; then this Argument falls to the Ground. 
And here there needs no more than to put the 
Queſtion to Le Quien and the Author of the Re- 
marks ; If they had been of Bonner Council, do 
not they think they ſhould have been able to prove 
that Parker, Young, Grindall, and Bentham (who, 
if the Regiſter be true, were Horne's Conſecra- | 
tors) were not themſelves truly, or canonically, | 
or _ conſecrated Biſhops; not truly, accord- 
ing to Chriſt's Inftitution ; nor canonically or le- 
gally, according to the Laws of the Church, and 
the Statutes of the Realm? If they could have 
| | proved 


Ch. VI. - thoroughly examined and confuted. 


proved this, would it not have been a ſufficient 


Proof that thoſe four were no Biſhops z and con- 


ſequently that Horne had not an Arch-Biſhop or 
four Biſhops, nor ſo much as one Biſhop, at his 
Conſecration? Would they then have been under 
a Neceſlity of proving that thoſe four Perſons ne- 
ver laid their Hands upon Horne, or took upon 
them to be his Conſecrators? Or might they nor 


have allowed and confeſſed that he did receive 


Impoſition of Hands from theſe four Perſons, 
only declaring that they were no Biſhops, and ſo, 
he had not four Biſhops at his Conſecration ? So 
it appears how good a Proof it is of Le Quien's 
great Senſe and Reaſon, and of the Remarker's be- 
ing eminently in his Wits, that they tell us Bon- 


ner's Council muſt have been void of Senſe and 


Reaſon, and eminently mad, to plead that Horne 
had not four Biſhops at his Copſecration, except 
they could have made it appear that he was not in 
fact conſecrated by Parker, Young, Grindall, and 
Bentham, the Biſhops of Canterbury, St. David's, 
London, and Litchfield and Coventry, related to 
have been his Conſecrators in the Lambeth Re- 
Er. a i 
wo This the Reader will obſerve to be, whether 
real or affected, the. grand Miſtake that runs 
thro' the Way of arguing in theſe two Writers; 
That what is ſaid by Bonner, or Harding, or Sta- 
Pleton, and either muſt or may be underſtood of 
the Point of Right, That they call in queſtion 


* 


the Truth and Lawfulneſs of the Conſecrations 


of our firſt Biſhops by the Perſons and the Form 
related in the Regiſter; this Le Quien and the 
Remarker interpret of the Point of Fa, That 
Bonner and the others deny, that our Biſhops had 
Impoſition of Hands from thoſe Perſons, and by 
that Form; as will appear very fully afterwards, 
when we come to conſider what they alledge from 
Stapleton and Harding, 

8 f 8. Bonner s 
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What mf 8. Bonner's Council do not appear to have in- 
probably tended to alledge the Want of a legal Number 
NR of Conſecrators, tho* Bonner himſelf ſeems to 
Harne“ make that the only Ground of his Plea, in the 
not having Draught of the Heads of his Defence under his 
tbe Il hand: But granting that both he and his Council 
_— had that Intention, it is no Conſequence that they 
N - muſt have had this Meaning, that Horne was not 
cration. Conſecrated at Lambeth by the four Biſhops named 
| in the Regiſter, but at the Nag's-Head, by Scory 
only; becauſe, as I have ſhewed, they might have 
offered. ſeveral other Reaſons in Maintenance of 
that Plea, without denying that he was conſecra- 
ted by thoſe four Perſons. But it may, I believe, 
be made appear, that Bonner himſelf in that Al- 
legation had a quite contrary Meaning, and ne- 
ver thought of objecting the Nag's-Head Conſe- 
cration to his Adverſary. It is plain from the 
Diſcourſe in the Cotton Library *, that it was at 
that time a known and common Objection of our 
Popiſh Adverſaries againſt the Ordination of Par- 
ter and the other firſt Proteſtant Biſhops, That 
Parker, by whom they were conſecrated and inveſted, 
was himſelf conſecrated by Barlow, Scory, Cover- 
dale and Hoadgskins, which four (beſides Bale and 
the Suffragan of Thetford, wha, tho* commiſſioned 
by the Queen's Letters Patents, did not join in the 
Conſecration) were not qualified to ordain him, 
having been deprived of their Biſhopricks by 
Queen Mary, and not reſtored by Queen Eliza- 
beth; ſo that upon that Reaſon it was pretended 
that Parker had never a Biſhop at all at bis Conſe- 
cration; that is, none at all that were legally qua- 
litied to act as Biſhops, being not in actual Poſ- 
ſeſſion of Epiſcopal Sees. This pretended Defect 
in his Conſecration muſt extend itſelf alſo to the 

Sap. p. 193; 
reſt 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


reſt of our Biſhops, who had their Conſecration 
from Parker, aſſiſted either by ſome of his own 


Conſecrators, or by ſome whom he had conſe- 


crated ; ſo that all our Biſhops before the Parlia- 
ment 8 Eliz. ſuppoſing this Objection to be of 
any Weight, muſt be granted to have been no 
Biſhops in Law, till they were confirmed by that 
Parliament. The ſame Objection Sir Edw. Coke t 
ſays was made by the Adver/aries againſt the Arch- 
Biſhops and Biſhops made about the Beginning of 
Queen Elizaberh's Reign, and ſtates it much in 
the ſame manner with the former Writer : That 
they were never conſecrated according to Law, be- 
cauſe they bad not three Biſhops at leaſt, at their 
Conſecration; nay, never a Biſhop at all, as was 
pretended. Becauſe they (that is, Parker's Conſe- 
crators) being Biſhops in the Reign of King Ed- 
ward VI. were deprived in the Reign of Queen Ma- 
ry, and were not, as was . > reſtored before 
their Preſence at the Conſecration. It is farther 

roved, that this was objected againſt our Biſhops 

y the Popiſh Party, at the time of the Parlia- 
ment 8 Elix. from the very Statute of that Par- 
liament, Declaring the Conſecrations of our Biſhops 
to be good, and lawful, and perfect; which Sta- 
tute refers to the Clauſe Supplentes, Sc. in the 

ueen's Letters Patents for Parker's Conſecration, 
to diſpenſe with all Imperfections and Diſabilities, in 
the Perſons of his Conſecrators; and this ſhews 
they intended to obviate a Pretence of ſome Diſ- 
ability in thoſe Perſons. 

Now this Objection plainly ſuppoſes, That 
Parker, by whom the reſt were conſecrated, was 
himſelf made Biſhop ſingly and alone, before any 
others of the Biſhops elect, and not conſecrated 
at the ſame time together with four, or five, or 
fourteen, other Biſhops, as it is reported in the 
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Nag's-Head Story : And that he was conſecrated 
(not by Scory only, as the ſame Story reports, 
but) by the Bor Biſhops named in the Regiſter, 
Barlow, Scory, Coverdale and Hodgskins, whom 
the Objectors did not deny, but allow to be the 
Perſons that conſecrated him; tho? they pretended 
they were no Biſhops, becaule they had been de- 
prived of their Biſhopricks, and not reſtored. 


9. And if there was a known and common 
Obxeftion of the Romaniſts at that time againſt 
the Ordination of our Biſhops, grounded u 
this Suppoſition, then it follows that the Olyec- 
tors were not apprized of any ſuch Confecration 
of Parker as at the Nag's-Head ; but that it was 
their Opinion and Belief that he was conſecrated 
by the Perſons, and in the Manner as it is related 
in the Lambeth Regiſter ; only they thought that 


thoſe four Perſons were not legal Biſhops. And 


if this was the general Belief and Opinion of the 


Party; then firſt, what muſt we fay to the impu- 


dent Author of the Nallity of the Prelatick Clergy, 
who has the Face to affirm, that the Nag's-Head 
Story 8 had been conſtantly related and credited by 
Wiſe Men as a certain Truth, ever ſinte the Year 1559? 
And what can we ſay to Le Quien and the Remar- 
ker, who are ſo weak as to aſſert with the like 
Confidence, that it was from the Beginning pub- 
lick and notorious among the Party? Was it heard 
of and credited by the Catholicks, and publick 
and notorious among them, when they obj 

againſt our Biſhops, Parker”s (the firſt of them) 
being conſecrated by Barlow, Scory, Coverdale and 
Hodgstins? Did they at that time believe that he 
was conſecrated by thoſe Perſons ? then they muſt 
either not have heard of the Nag's-Head Conſe- 
cration, or if they had heard of it, muſt have 
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Ch. VI. © thoroughly examined and confuted. 
looked upon it as no better than a ſcandalous 
Fable. Secondly, what then can we conceive to 
have been Bonner's Senſe of the ſame Matter? 
Can we believe that he, and a fe or no Body elſe, 
believed nothing of the Lambeth Conſecration by 
Barlow, Scory, Coverdale and _—— but were 
aſſured that Parker had really no Conſecration but 
at the Tavern, when the reſt of the Catholicks 
believed the contrary? that he and ſome others, 
who had been preſently informed of that Fact by 
his Chaplain Neale, thought it beſt to keep the 
Myſtery to themſelves, and not to let it take Air 
and come abroad among the reſt of their Party, 
and ſo, for ſo long time after, the Party appear- 
ed to believe nothing elſe but that Parker was con- 
ſecrated (not by Scory only but) by Barlow, Scory, 
Coverdale and Hodgskins ; and formed an ObjeCti- 


on againſt our Ordinations upon this Ground, 


that theſe four were the Conſecrators of our firſt 
Arch-Biſhop Parker, but were not any one of 
them legal Biſhops ? If this cannot be conceived 
of Bonner, then he muſt be as much a Stranger to 
=> Nag's-Head Story as the reſt of the Catho- 
3 175 

But then what muſt be his Senſe in that Alle- 
gation under his Hand, That Horne had not an 
Arch-Biſhop and two Biſhops, or four Biſhops, at bis 
Conſecration? Sir Edward Coke, and the other 
Writer, plainly furniſh us with a Key to open his 
Meaning. The Objection againſt Horne's Conſe. 
cration, as well as againſt that of the reſt of the 
Biſhops who derived their Orders from Parker, 
turned, as they plainly ſhew us, upon the origi- 
nal Defect pretended to be in Parker's Conſecra- 
tion, that his Conſecrators were no legal Biſhops. 
Upon this Ground it was pretended that Parker 
was no Arch-Biſhop, and that the reſt who were 
conſecrated by him were no Biſhops; conſequent- 
ly, Horne being conſecrated by Parker, W 
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by Three others who had been before conſe- 
crated by him, Bonner had the ſame ground 
to pretend that Horne had not an Arch-Biſhop 
and two Biſhops or four Biſhops (or indeed any 
Biſhop at all) at his Conſecration; his four Con- 
ſecrators being Parker, and three others that had 
been conſecrated by Parker, and none of them 
having been conſecrated according to Law, be. 
cauſe (as Sir Edward Coke expreſſes it) Parker's 
Conſecrators being Biſhops in the Reign of King 
Edw. VI. «were deprived in the Reign of Queen 
Mary, and not reſtored before their Preſence at 
Parker's Conſecration. This muſt have been Bon- 
ner's meaning if the Objection in the Heads of his 
Defence had the ſame Senſe which 1t had at that 
time in the Mouths of the reſt of his Party; which 
it muſt have had, except we can ſuppoſe, that 
they believed that Parker was conſecrated by Bar- 
low, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins ; and Bonner 
on the contrary believed at the ſame time that 
Parker and Horne and the reſt of the Biſhops were 
all conſecrated by none but Scory. | 


Sum of the 10. And ſol may conclude that it is evident from 
Argu- the Caſe between Horne and Bonner; that Bouner, 
ve Ben. Who ought to have been firſt and moſt fully in- 
[cher formed of the Nag's-Head Ordination, never had 
ing unac- any ſuch information; becauſe (to ſum up what 
guainted has been laid) firſt b, he could not, if he had had 
with = ſuch Information, have diſſembled his Knowledge 
. of the Fact when he drew up the Heads of his 
Defence, and have alledged ſo many other things 
plainly immaterial and impertinent, omitting that 

which alone would have been ſufficient to carry 

the Cauſe for him. Secondly, that which I have 

i proved (againſt Le Quien and the Remarker) to 


be the principal or only Argument that Bonner 


4 2 Sup. P · 188.— 191. 1 Sup. P. 197.— 200. 
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Counſel intended to inſiſt upon, the want of Re- 
eſtabliſhment in King Edward's Ordinal, implies 
4 confeſſion of him and his Counſel, that Horne 
was conſecrated in the manner and form prefcribed 
in that Ordinal, which they cannot be ſuppoſed 
to confeſs if they knew that he was conſecrated at 
the Nag's-Head. Thirdly, the Argument under 
his own hand, That Horne had not an Arch-Biſhop 
and Two Biſhops or four Biſhops at his Conſecration, 
if it be interpreted in that Senſe which I have given 

k yery good reaſon to think muſt be the true 
meaning of it, implies Bonner's acknowledging 
that Parker was conſecrated by Barlow, Scory, 
Coverdale, and Hodgskins, and conſequently his 
dilclaiming that he had any Knowledge or Belief 
that he had no Conſecrator but Scory, as the 
Nag's-Head Story tells us. x 


11. It would not be worth my while, if I were te. 
not provoked to it by the Confidence of that tion of the 
Writer, to take notice of the Remarker's Anſwers Remark- 
to the ſecond Argument, viz. That | if Neale had © Ar. he 
informed Bonner of the Nag's-Head Conſecration, gy rok 
Bonner would never have grounded his Plga againſt from the 
Horne upon the Illegality of the New Ordinal, but ground of 
upon that Sham-Conſecration at the Tavern, He Bonner“ 
ones this as an Objection made by Bramhall and . 

illiams, which they ſeem to think (as he words it 
with an Air of Contempt) a very ſmart one. No 
doubt it did not appear ſo ſinart to his acute Judg- 
ment, but his own Anſwers in his Opinion were 
much ſmarter. I do not find that Biſhop Bram- 
ball has this Objection any where; but it might be 
of ſervice to the Remarker, to adorn his Triumph, 
by inſulting (as he does upon all Occaſions) over 
that great Name, and to magnify himſelf in the 
Eyes of his Party by confuting him, whether the 
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Biſhop ſays, or does not at all ſay, that which he 
pretends to confute. He gives however two 


Anſwers to the Objection, and the former of them 
is, That Bonner's alledging the want of the ſtatutable 
Number of Biſhops at Horne's Conſecration, ſhews 
that be deſigned to prove that Horne was not con- 


ec rated according to the New Ordinal and Regiſter ; 


but (as he ſays preſently) the Nag's-Head or ſome 
fuch way. Does it ſhew that he muſt deſign to 
prove this, when it would have been enough to 
prove that Horne had not the ſtatutable Number 
of Biſhops at his Conſecration, if he had granted 
that Horne had the four Conſecrators named in the 
Regiſter; but could have proved (upon ſuch 
Principles as the Remarker thinks are ſufficient) 
that not one of all the four was a true or legal 
Biſhop? If he could have proved that none of 
them were Biſhops, does it not follow, that tho' 


they all laid Hands upon Horne, yet he had not 


Impoſition of Hands from the ſtatutable Number 
of Biſhops ? 

We ſee then, that Bonner, notwithſtanding this 
Allegation, might not deſign to prove that Horne 
was not conſecrated according to the Regiſter. 
But the Remarker goes farther, and ſays it ® ſhews 
he deſigned to prove that Horne was not conſecrated 
according to the New Ordinal ; and his reaſon is be- 


cauſe that Ordinal required the ſtatutable Number of 


Conſecrators. True, the Rubric of the Ordina] 
requires an Arch-Biſhop (or a Biſhop commiſſioned 
by bim) and two other Biſhops, to pertorm the Cere- 
mony 3 but ſuppoſe this Arch-Biſhop and thoſe 
Biſhops to be not true or legal (but pretended) 
Biſhops, does 1t follow that theſe Perſons might 
not (tho* without Authority) have made uſe of 
the whole Ceremony and Form of Words in the 
Ordinal ? If they might, then Bonner's Allegation, 
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Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and cunfuted. 


that Horne had not the ſtatutable Number of 


Biſhops, does not imply that he deſigned to prove, 
that he was not conſecrated by the Ceremony and 
Form of Words in that Ordinal, but only, that 
the Office was not performed by ſuch Perſons as 
the Raubric of the Ordinal preſcribed. The firſt is 
that which the Remarker would make us believe 
that Bonner deſigned to prove, that the Ceremony 
and Form of Words in the Ordinal was not made 
uſe of in Horne's Conſecration, but ſome ſuch Ce- 
remony and Form as they pretend Scory made uſe 
of at the Nag's-Head; and this, if the Remarker 
could prove it, would be to his purpoſe : But his 
Acuteneſs did not enable him to ſee the diſtinction 
between the Rubric relating to the Perſons, and 
the Ceremony and Form of Words in the Office; 
and fo he uſes ſuch a way of Reaſoning, as would 
ſerve him to prove, that from the beginning of 
the Reformation the Engliſh Liturgy. was never 
read in any of our Churches, becauſe we never 
had (as he believes) any true Prieſts or Miniſters 


ſince that time, but the Rubric of the Liturgy 


requires the Service to be read by a Prieſt or Mt- 
nitter z conſequently, according to his way of ar- 
guing, there being no Prieſts or Miniſters, it fol- 
ows, that our Morning and Evening Service, 
Ec. tho' it were read duly and conſtantly from 
that time, by our pretended Prieſts and Mini- 
ſters, yet was never read at all, becauſe it was 
not read by ſuch Perſons as the Rubric required. 
Thus he may ſee if he pleaſes another Specimen 
that he gives us of his great Judgment and 
Subtlety (he may call it Smartneſs) in this Anſwer, 
and how much it ſhews him to be an over-match 
tor ſuch a weak Adverſary as Biſhop Bramball. 
His other Anſwer, That Bonner's pleading the 


Ordinal's not being re-eſtabliſhed was only n a ſubſi- 
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diary Point of Law, which might be alledged without 
granting the Ordinal was actually uſed in Horne's 
Conſecration, I have ſufficiently proved to be no 
better than a ſhuffling Evaſion, of his and Le 
Quien's; and therefore may now leave it to the 
Reader to judge, whether this very o Argument 
from Bonner's Plea being grounded upon the Ille- 
gality of the New Ordinal is not enough to prove 
effectually, that Neale had never informed Bonner 
of the Nag's-Head Conſecration. 


Bonner's 12. I may add a farther very good Proof of 
_— the ſame Concluſion, from Bonner's own Manage- 
Cauſe hs ment of his Cauſe, beſides what appears from the 
before the Heads of his Defence, and the Plea of his Counſel 
King's about the Ordinal. For what can be more unac- 
Bench, and countable than his Conduct, if we ſuppoſe him to 
_ J have had ſuch Proof to make at his Trial, that 
fore the his Adverſary was conſecrated at the Nag's-Head 
Parlia- Tavern? Can it be conceived that a Man of Bon- 
ment, ners Spirit, and Experience in Buſineſs, after he 
* = be had put in his Plea that Horne was no Biſhop, 
thought of and the Judges had agreed that if he would he 
objefting ſhould be well received upon that Iſſue, and the Jury 
#o Horne, ſhould try it, ſhould not immediately after by his 
_— Counſel join iſſue upon that Plea, and deſire 
dained at to have a Jury impannelled and warned to be 
the Ta- ready to try the Cauſe either before the end of 
vern. that Term or in the Term following? Having 
ſuch Aſſurance as he muſt have, that upon the 
Trial he muſt be acquitted, with great Trimph 
to himſelf and his Party, and as great Shame and 
Confuſion to Horne Ra the reſt of his Adverſa- 
ries. The Author of Eraſtus Senior thinks he has 
us at a great Advantage, when he puts the Que- 
ſtion, P My did not Horne join iſſue? He brings 
that as an Argument to prove (not that Horne was 


* 7.193: - PP. 63. 
>, ; conſcious 


Ch. VI. © thoroughly examined and confuted. 
conſcious to himſelf that he was conſecrated at the 
Nag's-Head, but) that he was ſenſible that in the 


Opinion of the Judges, King Edward's Book of or- 


dering Biſhops, &c. was not revived, 1 Eliz. and 
ſo he, being conſecrated by the Form in that Book, 
was no legal Biſhop. He might have conſider'd, 
how eaſy and natural it was to retort that Que- 
ſtion upon himſelf (and with very much greater 
Force if he had been an Abettor of the Nag's- 
Head Story) Why did not Bonner offer and declare 
himſelf ready to join iſſue upon his Plea, as ſoon 
as the Judges had agreed that he ſhould be well re- 
ceived upon that Iſſue? And if then or in the next 
Term Horne declined to join iſſue with him, how 
can It be conceived, that he ſhould not preſs it 
home upon him; and if he ſhuffled, move the 
Court to order that either iſſue ſhould be joined, or 
the Matter of his Plea looked upon as confeſſed 
by Horns, and the Indictment be diſmiſſed out of 
the Court? And that in every Term following, 
when he found that by Horne's Default no Iſſue 
was joined, and that the Court had not taken care 
to require 1t of him and his Counſel, or to have a 
Jury impannelled to try the Cauſe, and a Day ap- 
pointed for the Trial; he ſhould not, with a juſt 
and reaſonable Confidence, demand that the Court 
ſnould either acquit him of the Charge laid againſt 
him in the Indictment, or bring him to his Trial? 
Beſides making his Caſe known to his Friends of 
the Party, that he could not have Juſtice done 
him, but was prevented by Horne's unfair Prac- 
tices, and the partiality of the Judges, from 
juſtifying his Plea in the Face of the Court, and 
producing unqueſtionable Evidence that neither 
Horne nor any of Queen Elizabeth's pretended 
Biſhops ever had any true or legal Ordination. 

Such a Coldneſs and Indolence in a Man of Bon- 
ner's Temper, his tamely fitting down and nei- 
ther ſaying nor doing any thing, to obſtruct the 
TY Attempts 
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Attempts of his Adverſary to delay and wholly to 
put off the Trial, muft be looked upon as a De- 
monſtration that he had no ſuch Confidence in the 
Strength of his Cauſe, as he muſt have. been in- 
ſpir'd with, if he could at the Pleading have al- 
ledged the Nag's-Head Conſecration. We may 
ſtill put the Queſtion farther : When the Parlia- 
ment met that took. the Caſe from being decided 
in a Courſe of Law, into their Cognizance, can 
it be imagined that Bonner knowing this was done 
by Horne's and the other Biſhops Management, 
ſhould not ſee how much they were afraid of the 
Story of the Tavern being trump'd up, and that 
this ſhould not embolden him to put up a Pe- 
tition in both Houſes, that his Counſel might be 
heard againſt the Bill then brought in, Declaring 
the making and conſecrating of our Biſhops to be 
good, lawful, and perfeft ? And then his Counſel 
might have had a fair Opportunity to give a Re- 
lation of that Story which is pretended to be the 
Ground of their Plea, and have informed the Lords 
and Commons, how the Judges at firit appeared 
to be affected with the Plea, and what prevented 
its being brought to an Iſſue in the Court of King's- 
Bench, as they had. reſolved. This Bonner's own 
Concern, as well as his Zeal for their Church and 
Religion, muſt oblige him to: And it will not 
be much for his Honour to ſay he waved it, upon 
the view of a Proviſo in the Bill to indemnify him- 
ſelf for what was paſt, the Cauſe being not his 
alone, but all the reſt of his Deprived Brethren, 
and the Church of Rome and the Holy See, having 
ſo great an Intereſt in it. But ſetting him aſide, 
can it be conceived that his Old Friends of that 
Party, who were Members of the Houſe of Peers 
and Commons, muſt not have been ſo fully in- 
ſtructed in a Caſe ſo publick and notorious, as 
well as in the Fact of the Conſecration, and ſo 


— 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


to expoſe both the Biſhops and the Judges before 
their Faces, by what the Counſel or their own 
Knowledge enabled them to relate of the Hiſtory 


of the Ordination, and the Proceedings before the 


Court below upon the Plea, and. to have ſpoken 
with a juſt Freedom againſt the Bill that lay before 
them, Declaring Biſhops (ordained in ſuch a ſcan- 
dalous manner) to have had a good, lawful, and 
perfect Ordination? Should they not rather have 


—_—_— ſo far, as to move that, ſince all the 


iſhops that ſat in that Parliament had no Title 
to their Places there, or Sees in the Church, but 
deſerved rather to be impeached and caſt in a Præ- 
munire for their unlawful and profane Conſecra- 
tion, another Bill might be brought in to remove 
the whole Bench, and to reſtore their Old Fathers 
to their Biſhopricks and their Seats in Parliament? 
They had a good Precedent for this Liberty of 
Speech, from the firſt Seſſion of this Parliament 
5 Eliz. in the Account whereof two of the 


Speeches that were made are preſerved to us, 


p Mr. Atkinſon's in the Houſe of Commons, and 
Viſcount Mountague's in the Houſe of Peers; and 
the latter does not appear to have had any ſuch 
Diſ-ouragement for his Speech, but that he might 
with as good aſſurance have ſpoken again in this 
Seſſion, and been well ſeconded by the other Po- 
piſh Lords, of whom no fewer than ten joined 
with him in giving their Votes againſt that Bill, 


when it was read and concluded with the Conſent 


of the Houſe, Novem. 2. 1566. as appears from 
the Journals and Strype's Annals d. 


? Strype's Annals of Queen Eliz. Vol. I. p. 259, 264. 
1 Vol. I. p. 493. where, inſtead of, concluded with the Con- 
ſent of the Diſſenting Peers, theſe, the Earl of Notthumber- 
land, c. it ſhould be read, concluded with the Conſent of 
the Houſe, the Diſſenting Peers being theſe, the Earl of 
Northumberland, &c. 
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This was the Time for the Hiſtory of the Ta- 
vern-Conſecration to have been publiſhed (I may 
ſay) with Authority, that is, to have been fully 
declared before the Lords and Commons in Par- 
liament, by ſuch Perſons in either Houſe as could 
not be ignorant of that which from the Year 1559 
had been heard of, credited and related, by the wiſe 
and ſober Catholicks: And if it had been made 
out by them, and yet they had been over-power- 
ed, and the Bill paſſed by a corrupt Majority in 
both Houſes, what Noiſe and Clamour muſt 
there have been of the Party without Doors at 
that time ; and how could we fail to have heard 
of it the Year after from Stapleton in his Connter- 
blaſt, and from Harding in his Detection, the Year 
following, and alſo from their Hiſtorian Sanders, 
who had the Confidence to treat Parker as no 
Arch-Biſhop, in the Dedication of his Rock of the 
Church to him, Ann. 1567, and could not have 
failed to expoſe the Iniquity of this Proceeding 


ſome Years after, when he writ his Hiſtory of the 
Schiſm? | 


LeQuien's 13. In ſhewing that Bonner never had any In- 
Roman- formation of the Nag's-Head Story, I have taken 
tick 4% notice of what I meet with of Argument, in F. 
count of . : 

the Caſe Le Quien, to prove the contrary : The reſt that 
between he has, relating to the Caſe between Bonner and 
Bonner Horne, is a Story very near as romantick as the 


Hl „ Grand Fable. He tells us, That * Bonner being 
ne. deprived by Queen Elizabeth, and lying in Priſon 


in a Place in Wincheſter Dioceſi, Horne the Biſhop, 
with Deſign to ruin Bonner entirely, bethought him- 
ſelf of tendering him the Oath of | ABA That 
be lodged a Certificate of Bonner*s refuſing the Oath 
in the King's Bench, where Bonner was ſummoned 


to anſwer, That Bonner alledged that the Oath 


FT. 1. p. 249, & ſeq. 
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could not by Law be tendered to a Biſhop (Eccleſiaſti- 


cal Perſon he ſhould have ſaid) but by a Biſhop, and 
that Horne ought firſt to prove himſelf to be a Bi- 


fop; That Horne by this Anſcver found a Stop was 


ut to bis Proceedings, and inſtead of being Plain- 
tiff againſt Bonner, was obliged to take the Place 


of Defendant, and to make Proof of his own Conſe- 


cration. This ſeems to be intended to give the 
credulous Reader an Idea of Horne's commencing 
a malicious Proſecution againſt Bonner, and of 
his finding, upon Bonner's Plea, that in ſuing that 
Prelate he had, as he deſerved, catcht a Tartar : 
But any one that reads Arch-Biſhop Parker's? 
Letter to the reſt of the Biſhops in relation to 
the tendering the Oath appointed by the Statute 
5 Eliz. to the Popiſh Biſhops and Clergy, will 


ſee good Reaſon to believe that it was the Arch- 


Biſhop's, Secretary CeciPs, and Queen Elizabeth's 
Mind, that the Oath appointed to be tendered 
by the Biſhops to Eccleſiaſtical Perſons, ſhould 
not be, as in fact it was not, adminiſtred to any 
others of them; but that Bonner only, as a Per- 
ſon ſo odious for his barbarous Cruelty in the 


former Reign, ſhould be ſingled out to be made 


an Example of upon this Occaſion ; and when it 
was thought fit to ſummon him to take the Oath, 
it fell to Horne to act that Part, it being by Law 
to be done by the Biſhop in whoſe Dioceſs he 
was; and ſo it was done by Horne, not out of 
any malicious Contrivance of his own, but in 
Compliance with the Meaſures reſolved upon by 
his Superiors. This may correct the Miſrepre- 
ſentation in the Beginning of Le Quien's Story, 
and vindicate Horne from the Charge of perſonal 
Pique or Malice, and bethinking himſelf of this 
Way to accompliſh his Deſign of compleating Bon- 
ner's Ruin. It is true, that Horns adminiſtred 


* Strype's Life of Matth. Parker, p. 425, 126, 
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the Oath to him, and certified his Refuſal of ir 
in the King's-Bench, and Bonner was indicted 
thereupon, and his laſt Plea in Anſwer to the In. 

| dictment was, that Horne was not empowered to 

| adminiſter the Oath to him, as not himſelf being 
| a Biſhop. The reſt, That this ſtopped Horne, 
and turned him from Plaintiff to Defendant, and 
obliged him to prove his own Conſecration, muſt, 

as well as every thing elſe that follows, be im- 

puted to F. Le Quien's Invention. 


14. He ſays, Horne firſt pleaded that be was 
duly ordained, but when he was to make Proof of 
the Fact, be lingered and ſpun out the Matter in 
length ; and how he prolonged it he tells us pre- 
ſently, upon no leſs Authority (as he pretends) 
than Dyer's Reports, from whoſe Words he ſays, 
t We may ſee that the Enquiry into the Fact being 
firſt committed to a Fury of Middleſex, Horne re- 
fuſed that Fury, and demanded another of the County 
of Surrey, in his Dioceſs of Wincheſter, and out of 

uthwark and (a Hamlet of Le Quien's diſcover- 
ing called) Vicanet, both Places (as he ſays) under 
the Furiſdifion of the See of Canterbury: And 

that it was this (Chicane or) Trick of Horne's that 
made the Trial be put off till the next Parliament 
ſhould meet, where he hoped to come off better. 
He refers us for this to Dyer's Reports, and even 
to the Paſſage tranſcribed from tlience in Mr. Ma- 
fon, where any one that reads Maſon or Dyer will 
find the Report ſets down Bonner's third Plea in 
anſwer to the Indictment (before his laſt, of Horne's 
being No Biſhop) viz. Y That he was indifted by 
the Common Fury of Inqueſt in the King's Bench for 
the County of Middleſex, according to the Statute of 
the fifth Year of the preſent Queen; and he pleads 
that he is not culpable for that: And it was beld 
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(ſays Dyer) that the Trial ſhould not be by Men of 
the County of Middleſex, but by Men of the County 
of Surrey, of the Vicanet, (i. e. Neighbourhood) of 
Southwark, becauſe no Mention is made in the Sta- 


' tute of the Trial, but only of the Indictment, which 


is warranted to be in the County where the King's 
Benth is fitting. Could any one that had read 
this Paſſage, in Dyer or Maſon, tell us we may 


ſee in theſe Words, that Horne refu/ed the Jury of 
en 


Middleſex, and demanded a Fury of Surrey, w 
it 1s pom from the Words, that the Exception 
again 

ner, and not by Horne? Not that the Court de- 


termined the Jury to be of Surrey, in Compliance 
at all with Bonner's Demand, but in Obedience 


to the Law, which required the Fact to be tried 


by a Jury of the County where it was commit- 


ted. And is it not as plain from the Reports, 
that the Judges, on Occaſion of that third Plea 
of Bonner's, had declared that the Trial ſhould 
be by a Jury of Surrey? Could there be then, af- 
ter this, any room for Horne, under the Pretext 
of getting a Jury of that County, to ſpin out 
the Matter by Delays, and to put off the Trial? 
And yet Le Quien tells us this too is plain from 


Dyer's Reports, from whence the quite contrary is 


evident, But Le Quien, when he read either Dyer 
or Maſon, was poſſeſſed with a ſtrong Impreſſion 
of the Nag's-Head Story, and therefore could ſee 


nothing elſe but a Dream or Viſion, of Horne s 


being in a great Agony for fear his Sham-Ordi- 
nation ſhould be diſcovered at the Trial, which 
made him firſt labour hard to get a Jury which 
might be favourable, of his own Dioceſs and 
Neighbourhood ; and after that not dare to truſt 
his Cauſe even to a Jury of his own chuſing, but 
relolye to put off the Trial, and remove the 
Cauſe to a higher Court, where, as Le Quien 
ſays, be might have Hopes to come off better. — 

i nis 


the Jury of Middleſex was made by Bon- 


219 


* 
. 
#4 

4 
| © as 
LET. 
Fall 
1 '# 

'F 
, 13 

19 
1 
b c 
:3 8 

2 1 
1:4 

z 

i 
3 3 
4 

1 
4 
| 

4 

13 

1 

1 

12 

7 
* 
4+ 4 

N 

' 1 

| 


220 


pretty 


formation, in Words at length, with a Reference 


The NAc's-HZEZAPD FABL E 


this is Romance and Fiction, and yet Le Quien 
gives it us for Matter of Fact, upon the Autho- 


rity of Dyer's Reports. But to fee how the Ar- 


gument turns upon himſelf. Horne, he pretends, 
was in fear that a Jury of Middleſex might be fa- 
vourable to Bonner and not to him; how then 
muſt we conceive that Bonner would make Ex- 


ceptions againſt that Jury that was like to be moſt i 


favourable to himſelf? Should we not rather, on 
the contrary, have Reaſon to think that he was 
moſt afraid of coming before a Middleſex Jury ; 
London and Middleſex having been the Stage 
whereupon he had acted ſo much Cruelty againſt 
the Proteſtants? Not but that his odious Charac- 
ter was fo well known in Southwark croſs the Wa- 
ter, that himſelf ® complains that he was in Dan- 
ger of his Life while he was paſſing between the 
Marſhalſea and the Biſhop of Vincheſter's Palace; 


ſo that he had no great Reaſon neither to wiſh for 


a Jury out of that Neighbourhood. But our 
Surmiſes, from what we fancy he or Horne might 


have Reaſon to do, are no Ground to relate it as 


Matter of Fact. Le 9vien * goes on to vouch 
Dr. Heylin to confirm his Story, and ſets down a 
— Paſſage out of his Hiſtory of the Re- 


in the Margin to a Page, but without the Num- 
ber; with good Reaſon, becauſe it is no where to 
be found; and then proceeds to enlarge in his 
Complaints, why there ſnould be ſo long Delays, 
and why the Jury ſhould be refuſed, when if the 
Fact of Horae's Ordination had been clear, he 
had no Reaſon to diſtruſt the Verdict of an honeſt 
Maadleſex Jury, nor would the Surrey Jury have 
had any Reaſon to delay their Verdict, which 
they might have given in fo clear a Caſe without 
ever going from the Bar? He proceeds to make 
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Ch. VI. thoraughly examined and confuted. 
another Diſcovery from Dyer's Reports, by the 
Strength of his own Imagination, viz. J that 
from thence it appears that the Jurors for Bonner's 
Trial were named by the Fudges. The Words in 
Dyer are no mofe than that it was held by the 
Judges that the Trial ſhould be by Men of the County 
of Surrey; and it muſt be ſtrange that a Man of 
the Lord Chief Juſtice Dyer's Eminency in the 
Profeſſion ſhould ſay that the Engliſb Juries 
were named by the Judges, and not by the 
Sheriffs. 


15. But it was of Service to Le Quien ſo to un- LeQuien', 
derſtand him, and to draw from thence a Conclu- — 
ſion of great Importance, That Bonner in his Plea 2 2 
abſolutely denied that Horne was Biſhop in any re- denied the 
pelt whatſoever. His Ground is, becauſe the Bu- Fa# of 

ſineſs of the Jury was not to enquire whether . 

Horne's Conſecration was legal or not, but into the 


2 5 o Jrom 
Fact, whether he was ordained or no, in any man- — Be 


ner whatſoever : And that this was all they had to makes to 


do, he proves from a Diſcovery, of the Nature # be Of- 
and Office of our Juries, in a former Writer, the - * 
Author of Eraſtus Sen. viz. that the Juries are Jury. 
only to try the Fact, and the Judges to determine 

the Point of Law. Suppoſing this to be true, 
what Occaſion had Le Quien to bring it for a 
Proof of Bonner's Plea being only of the Fact of 
Horne's Ordination, That the Judges named the 
Jury? For it the Engliſb Juries have nothing to 

do in any Cauſe before them, but only to try the 
Point of Fact, there being a Jury appointed to 

try the Cauſe, is enough to prove it to be only 

w the Fact, by whomſoever the Perſons of the 
Jurors are named, whether by the Judges, or the 
Sheriffs, or any other Perſon that the Law ap- 


points. So that Le Quien appears to have been 
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in the dark, and to have loſt himſelf, when he 
produces Dyer's Authority for this Dream of his 
own. ad he ſeems to be under the ſame Dely. 
ſion in the Uſe he makes of the Author of E. 
raſtus Sen. That Writer ſays this, as he is pro. 
ſecuting the Argument that takes up a third part 


of his Book, viz. That our firſt Prelates were 


not legal Biſhops, becauſe they were ordained by 
the Form in King Edward's Ordinal. He is up- 
on this Argument from the fourteenth Chapter to 
the twenty firſt; and in the ſeventeenth and eigh- 
teenth takes upon him to prove from Bonner's 
Caſe, that the Judges who received his Plea had 
this Opinion of King Edward's Ordinal, that it 
was not legally reſtored 1 Eliz. and conſequently 
that Horne was no legal Biſhop; and that this oc- 
caſioned Horne's not joining Iſſue, and the Cauſe ne- 
ver coming to a Hearing, and Sentence being delayed, 
as he expreſſes it, (tho' if the Plea was only en- 
tered, as he ſays, and never came to @ Hearing, it 
could not be ripe for Sentence) for two Years or 
near upon, and the Cauſe at laſt being left to the 


Parliament. He takes Advantage of what He- : 


lin ſays, that it was adviſed to refer the Deciſion of 
it to the following Parliament, for fear ſuch a weighty 
Cauſe ſbouid miſcarry by a Country (Eraſtus reads 
contrary) Fury: But this Reaſon, why it might be 
thought adviſable, Eraſtus rejects, becauſe the 
Point of Law, whether King Edward's Form was 
legal, was not to be put to the Fury, but to be deter- 
mined by the Tudges, and the 2 to try only the 
Matter of Fact, whether Horne were conſecrated by 
that Form. Here the Author plainly ſuppoſes Bon- 
zer's Plea to have been grounded upon the Point 
of Law which he himſelf was arguing for, That 
King Edward's Form, by which Horne was con- 
ſecrated was not legal; but as Le Quien ſhews, 
who underſtands him better than he does himſelf, 
he is ſo unhappy as to prove that the Plea was 

grounded 


Ch. VI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
grounded upon the Point of Fact, That Horne 
was not conſecrated by that Form, but had no 
Conſecration whatſoever. Either therefore that 
Author did not himſelf know what he ſaid, or 
Le Quien is once more bewildred. 


16. The Remarker ſees this Diſcovery of Eraſtus in 
the ſame Light as Le Quien; but as he improves 
it, makes the Matter worſe, He ſets down * the 
whole Paſſage, as very edifyi 85 and in the Con- 
cluſion is ſo tranſported as to ſay, Nothing can be 


ſtronger in a Point of this Nature, and it ſeems next 


to a Demonſtration. But what is it ſo ſtrong a 
Proof of, as to come near to a Demonſtration ? 
It follows, That the Fa#t of Horne's Conſecration 
King Edward's Ordinal could not ſtand the Ver- 
itt of a Jury. If it could not, then the Ju 
muſt have — that there really was no ſuc 
Fact, but that Horne never was conſecrated by 
that Ordinal. And if this is demonſtrated by the 
Author of Eraſtus, then he, whoſe Buſineſs it is 
in ſo many Chapters, from the fourteenth to the 
end of his Book, to prove that Parker, Ec. were 
no legal Biſhops, becauſe they were conſecrated 
by the Form in King Edward's Ordinal; and par- 
ticularly in this eighteenth Chapter, to prove that 
the Judges looked upon Horne as no legal Biſhop, 
becauſe he was * — by that Form; this 
Author, in the ſame Chapter, muſt unwarily 
bring againſt himſelf a Proof next to Demonſtra- 
tion, That in fact Horne was not conſecrated by 
that Form, and conſequently ſhew that he himſelf 
had been all the while playing the Fool, and ar- 
guing upon the Foundation of that Fact, which 
himſelf in this Paſſage proves to be falſe. So 
happy is he in having the Remarker for a Com- 
mentator upon his Text, and ſo happy is the Re- 
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marker himſelf, in making good his Profeſſion of 
carefully comparing the Authors he cites, which 
he does to ſo very good Purpoſe, as to make them 
ſpeak his Senſe; in Contradiction to their wn. 

There is no room here for the like ſhuffling E. 
vaſion, as he and Le Quien make uſe of in regard 
to Bonner's Plea; viz. That the Author of Era 
tus's true Meaning was, that our Biſhops were 
not conſecrated by the Ordinal, but at the Nag's- 
Head, and that he argues here only «pon a. Suppo- 
ſition that they were conſecrated by the Ordinal. 
It is plain he fays as directly that they were con- 
ſecrated by the Form in the Ordinal, as that the 
Form in that Ordinal was not legal; theſe are his 
Premiſſes, upon which he grounds this Conclu- 
fion, that they were not legal Biſhops. And he 
had before as freely owned, that Parker was con- 
firmed and conſecrated by Barlow, Scory, Cover- 
dale and Hodgskins; ſo that he can be no more 
an Advocate for the Nag's-Head Fable, than the 
Form in the Ordinal, and Scory's Ceremony at 
the Nag's-Head, can be the ſame ; or than Scory, 
Barlow, Coverdale and-Hodgskins, can be but one 
and the ſame ſingle Perſon. 

But the Remarker may yet pretend, that by 
the Author of Eraſtus's Reaſoning it appears, 
that the Caſe being to be tried by a Jury, it muſt 
be of the Fact; and by Horne's declining the Trial 
it is plain he was ſenſible that the Fact would not 
ſtand the Verdict of a Jury. I may leave the 
Reaſoning of the Author of Eraſtus to be con- 
ſidered by better Judges of the Profeſſion, who 
know belt whether the Engliſb Juries are only to 
try the Matter of Fact: It is enough for me to 
ſay to that Author, that by his Keaſoning the 
Jury appointed to try the Caſe between Bonner 
and Horne muſt have had no Buſineſs at all. The 
Fact in the Caſe, he ſays, was Whether Horne 
was conſecrated by the Form in King Edward's on 
| [ di nal. 
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dinal. This Fact muſt have been pleaded in the 
affirmative by Bonner's Counſel, as the Ground 
upon which they alledged that Horne had no legal 
Conſecration: The fame Fact muſt be admitted 
by che Counſel for Horne, becauſe they could not 
make it out that Horne was a legal Biſhop, with- 
out allowing or proving that he was confecrated 
by that Form. If the Fact had been denied, ei- 
ther by the Counſel for Bonner or Horne, the Jury 
would have been to try it, and examine Wirnel. 
ſes; but as it was confeſſed on both Sides, the 
Jury (if as that Author ſays they were to try the 
Fact only) muſt ſtand at the Bar and have nothing 
to do in this Caſe. | 111 


16. It is more material to obſerve what the Confuta- 
Remarker confidently affirms of Horne's declining gien of the 
the Trial, and the Conſequence that he infers —_ 
from that Suggeſtion. Horne, he ſays, ſought fene that 
Delays for near two Years, unwilling to have the Horne de- 
Fact of bis Ordination tried by 4 fury. Here, lined 
cho it ſhould be granted him that Horne was wil- % Nr a 
ling to put off the Trial, yet he might have , 5:47. 
learnt from the Authot of Eraſtus Sen. that he has for fear it 
no Ground for this Conclufion, That Author /59u!d be. 
ſays, that Horne declined the joining Iſſue with #79944 
Bonner and coming to a Trial; but for what Rea- — gs | 
ſon? Not for fear of the Jury's bringing in a 14jned ar 
Verdict againſt the Fact of his Ordination, but the Nag's 
of the Judges giving Sentence that King Eg- Head. 
ward's Ordinal was not revived 1 Eliz. and con- 
ſequently Horne's Conſecration by that Form was 
illegal, and himſelf no lawful Biſhop. If this _ 
might be the true Reaſon, what Ground has the 
Remarker to infer, that That muſt be the true 
Reaſon which he is pleaſed rather to give us? 

But his Confidence riſes higher, and he dares ap- 

P. 289. 
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peal to Horne's own Conſcience for this Proof of 
his having no better Ordination than at the Tavern. 


« Horne, b he ſays, knew that Bonner had Proofs 
&« of the Nag's-Head Ordination, and dreaded 
t the Proofs, and therefore never brought it to a 
« Trial. Let me aſk him, how he came to know 
the Secret of Horne's guilty Conſcience better than 
the Author of Eraſtus, who makes him not let it 
come to a Trial for this Reaſon, that he dreaded 


the Judges would give it againſt him, becauſe he 
was conſecrated (not by the Nag's- Head Ceremo- 


nial, _ by King Edward's Ordinal, not at that 
time authorized by Parliament? If this was all 
that this Writer could infer from that Suppoſition, 
how can the Remazrker, with any Colour of Rea- 
ſon, or Degree of Modeſty, infer from thence 
that Horne was convicted in his own Conſcience 
that he was made Biſhop at the Tavern? What 
Account can be given of their different Way of 
arguing ? None, but that the Author of Eraftus 
was ſo wile as to ſee it would do him no Credit to 
appear in the Defence of the Nag's-Head Fable, 
but lays the Foundation of his Arguments againſt 
our Orders, upon the Conſecration of Parker, by 
King Edward's Form (not ſufficient to confer the 
Order, nor legal becauſe nor reſtored by Parlia- 
ment) and by Barlote and three other Biſhops not 
legally poſſeſſed of Epilcopal Sces fince their De- 
privation by Qucen Mary: But the Remarker has 


another Spirit and Forehead, and is not either 


afraid or aſhamed to aſſert and maintain that 
ſcandalous Impoſture at all Adventures; tho? we 
have better Reaſon to appeal to his Conſcience, 
that he is ſelf- convicted there is a Lye in his right 
Hand, than he has to appeal to Biſhop Horne's, 
that he was conſcious that he was ordained at that 
Tavern; which if he had been, he muſt (to uſe 


. 
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the Remarker's Expreſſion) be eminently mad; to 
commence a Proſecution againſt Bonner, the Iſ- 
ſue of which he muſt foreſee would be to have 
his Mock-Ordination expoſed openly, and proved 
before a Court of Juſtice, and himſelf declared 
liable to forfeit his Biſhoprick of Wincheſter, his 
own Eſtate, and the Queen's Protection, and to 
make an Exchange of his Palace in Southwark for 
Bonner's Priſon. | | 0 
But it has been already ſufficiently proved that 
the Plea of Bonner's Counſel was grounded upon 
Horne's being conſecrated by King Edward's 
Form, not then, as was pretended, legally re- 
eſtabliſhed, by reaſon of the Omiſſion in the Sta- 
tute 1 Eliz. of reſtoring King Edward's Ordinal 
in expreſs Words. And if the Event of that 
Cauſe depended upon the Iſſue of that Plea, nei- 
ther Bonner nor Horne had certain Grounds to be 
ſo aſſured of carrying the Cauſe, but that both 
of them might be willing that the Caſe ſhould lie 
undetermined, and never come to a final Hearin 
in Meſtminſter-Hall. The Judges, tho' they re- 
jected the other Exceptions of Bonner's Counſel 
againſt the Indictment, thought this Plea deſerved 
to be conſidered, and after a pretty long Debate 
were unanimous in their Reſolution that it ſhould 
be received upon Iflue, and tried by the proper 
Jury; and it was to be argued by ſome Counſel 
of the moſt eminent in the Profeſſion, who were 
as able to maintain the Illegality of Horne's Con- 
ſecration, as che Author of Eraſtus Sen. by whom 
© the Remarker ſays we may ſee it ſtrongly ſupported. 
Horne therefore, or the Counſel of his Side, might 
have Reaſon not to be confident of the Victory, 
and ſo might be willing that it ſhould not come 
to a Trial. On the other hand, Le Quien 4 makes 
no Difficulty to own, that if that were the Point 
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in queſtion, neither Bonner nor his Counſel could 
hope but that the Fudges, notwithſtanding the Ordi. 
nal had not been expreſly reſtored in Form by Queen 
Elizabeth's firſt Parliament, would certainly have 
interpreted the Declaration that re-eſtabliſhed the 
Book of Common Prayer, of which the Ordinal was 
a Part in King Edward's time, in favour of our 
Biſhops: And if Bonner or his Counſel could have 
no better Hopes, he had as good Reaſon to deſire 
not to let it come to a Trial, the Iſſue whereof 
he might juſtly fear would be his being caſt in a 
Premunire. r. Heylin ſays, when it was agreed 
that it ſhould be tried by a Jury, it was adviſed 


 evithal 10 refer the Deciſion to the following Parlia- 


men; and the Author of EZraftus © is ready to tell 
us, that the Advice was given by the Judges to 
Horne, and not to Bonner. Neither he nor we 
may be certain that the Advice was given to the 
one and not to the other; but ſuppoſe it was given 
to Horne, or the Counſel for him, it is very plain 
that both Bonner and his Counſel were as quie 
and paſſive all the time, both while the Trial was 
kept off, and when the Deciſion was coming on 
in the following Parliament, as if they had re- 
ceived the ſame Advice; and as there was no Mo- 
tion for a Trial by the Counſel on either Side, 
there is no Reaſon to lay the Blame of the Delay 
on the one Side rather than the other. But tho” it 
were granted that Horne was anſwerable for keep- 


ing off the Trial, yet all the Conſequence that 
can be drawn from it is no more than that he was 


apprehenſive that the Court might declare his 
Conſecration to be illegal for want of the Ordi- 


nab's being expreſty re-eſtabliſhed in Queen Eli- 
zabetb's firſt Parliament; and not, as the Remar- 
. ker is forward to conclude, that he was conſcious 
of his being made Biſhop at the Nag's-Head, and 


. 16 
ü dreaded 
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dreaded the Proofs that Bonner had to produce of 
it at the Trial. Wear 14 


I conclude this Chapter with a ſhort Obſerva- Farther 
tion upon the Author of the MS, cited above Obſerva- 


from the Cotton Library, and the latter Part of the 
Extract from that Diſcourſe, The Author a 


vour of the Biſhops, the Defign of his Diſcourſe 
being to prove, that they had not by Law ſuch 
Juriſdiction as they exerciſed in their Courts, and 
that they were liable to a Pramunire for exerciſing 
ſuch Juriſdiction without warrant. But beſides 


this, in the Matter lying before him, of the Ob- 


jections againſt the Conſecrations of our Biſhops, 
he firſt f gives up the Conſecrations of Parker 
and the Biſhops conſecrated by him, and the Or- 
dinations of the inferior Clergy by them, as not 
legal till after they were confirmed by the Statute 
8 Eliz. which, he ſays, was neceſſary for their Con- 


firmation, tho' he does not deny but after that Sta» 


tute their Conſecrations were lawful. This ſhews 
him not to have been in a Diſpoſition to conceal 
any thing that he knew was alledged againſt them 
in Bonner's Caſe, or otherwiſe, or to diſſemble 


the Force of the Objections which he mentions. 


Secondly, he alledges Parker's Words in his 
Deſcription of his own Life, that his Conſecration ſo 
paſſed lege quadam de hac re lata, as not being 
capable to be underſtood of any Law or Af of 
Parliament, but this Statute 8 Elix. And in this 
Miſtake of the Arch-Biſhop's Meaning he is fol- 
lowed by Sir Edward Cokes, But it muſt plainly 
appear to be a Miſtake to any one that reads the 
Paſſage in Parker's Life with due Attention, 
The Words are, „b Adhibitis quatuor Epiſco- 


* Sup, p. 193, 194. 5 Inſtitutes, Part 4. c. 74. p. 323. 
Strype's Annals, Vol. 1. p. 238. u Matthæus in $trype's 
Appendix to his Life of Parker, p. 151. 


Q3 % pls, 


; g beC 
pears, by the very Title, not to be biaſſed in fa- — 
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& pis, W. Ciceſtrenſi, Johanne Herefordenſi, 
« Milone quondam Exonienſi, & Richardo (by 


Miſtake for Fobanne) Bedfordenſi, Lege qui- 


£« dam de hac re latà requiſitis, conſecratus eſt.“ 
The Law there referr'd to, by which four Biſhops 
are required to join in the Conſecration of an 
Arch-Biſhop, could be no other but the Statute 
25 Hen. VIII. which requires either an Arch- 
Biſhop and two Biſhops, or four Biſhops; and 
this Statute being in part revived primo Eliza- 
bethz, preſcribed the Number of Biſhops by 
whom Parker was to be confirmed and conſecra- 
ted: And he could not mean any' other Statute 
but this, much leſs ſay that he was conſecrated 
by vertue of a Statute made for his Conſecration 
ſo many Years after he was conſecrated. The 
Words, in Sir Edward Coke's Citation, are, Ad- 
Hibitis quatuor Epiſcopis &c. lege quadam de bic re 
lata, requiſitus conſecratus eft: Where the Miſtake 
of requiſilus for requiſitis, may be not the Au- 
thor's, but of the Preſs. But both his and the 
former Writer's Miſtake of the Law, might pro- 
ceed from their taking it to be a Law made in 
Queen E/:zabeth's Reign, and their not knowin 
of any Statute made by her that could relate to 
Parker's Conlecration, but that which confirmed 
the Conſecrations of him and the reſt of the Bi- 
ſhops in the Parliament of her eighth Year. 

But tho? they were miſtaken in the Uſe which 
they make of this Citation of Parker's Life, yet 
we ſee the very Words of it cited in them, at 
the time when they writ; and the MS. Diſcourſe 
in the Cotton Library was certainly writ in Queen 
Elizabeth's time, and probably many Years betore 
her Death, at that Juncture when the Party diſ- 
aftected to the Church were buſy in ſetting al! 
Hands at work to oppoſe the Tyranny, as they 
pretended to call it, of the Biſhops, in the Exer- 
ciſe of their Juriſdiction, And If fo, it follows 


that 


Ch. VI. *thoroughly examined and confiited. NE .\ 
that his Life, with the Account in it of his Con- * 
ſecration, by four Biſhops named there, was ex- 
tant at that time. Whether this Writer ſaw the 

Life in a ſingle Copy apart, or in one annexed to 

the preceding Lives of Cardinal Poole and the 

former Arch-Biſhops in the Antiguities, it is not 

material. It is enough that there was then (and 

probably ſo much earlier as the Year 1572.) an 

Account extant in Print of the Arch-Bifhop's 

Conſecration, at the Time, by the Perſons, and in 

the Manner there related; confirming the Truth 

of the like Relation in the Lambeth Regiſter, and 

as fully proving the Falſhood and Forgery of the 

oppoſite Nag's-Head Story. Le Quien, no quel- 

tion, would have been as forward to declare at 

Random, that this Life, as well as i Parker's Book 

of the Antiquities of the Britiſh Church, was not 

toten of during the Space of forty Years, by any Au- 

thor, Catholick or Proteſtant. But he might eaſily 

have ſeen himſelf dementi by the Citation in this 

Writer. | 
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Bonner's never having been informed of the Fats 
of the Nag's-Head Ordination proves that 
the Writers of that time could have no Know- 
ledge Ab Firzherbert's Pretence that it 
was known to Harding and Stapleton, and 
objected by them to Jewel and Horne. Sta- 
—. s Readineſs to — any Scandal againſt 
the Reformers ſhews-he could not have for- 
borne to lay this Fact to their Charge if be 
bad known of it. His firft er, againſt 
their Ordinations proves that he was utterly 
ignorant of their being ordained at the Ta a- 
vern. He does not deny (as Le Quien pre. 
tends) that they had any Impofition of Hands 
at all, but wh that they bad Hands laid up- 
on them by true Biſhops. This proved from 
bis Words alledged by Le Quien in the ſeve- 
ral Places of 2 Fortreſs of Faith, Coun- 
5 to Horne, and Return of Untruths 
3 His ſay ying that the Proteſtants 
ſe the Sacrament of Orders no Proof 9 
bis Meaning that they refuſed Ordination. 
His Words in the Promptuarium Catholi- 
cum, cannot be underſt _ of his denying any 
thing more than —_ our Prelates had no Im- 
- pofitron of Biſhops Hands. His Words in the 
Relegtis Principiorum Doctrinalium do not 
require to be underſtood in any other Senſe. 
The Remarker's Ignorance of the State of the 
Point in Diſpute. The time of the Author'a 
writing the ReleQio, &c. proves that he then 


knew nothing of the Nag's- Head _ by 


am 


1. I Am now to proceed to fhew the Story of Bonner's 
che Tavern-Conſecration to be a Forgery never bav- 

of later Date, from our never hearing a Word of 405 0 7 

it from the Popiſh Mriters againſt the Church of of the Tas 

England who were cotemporary with Bonner, of the 

Harding, Stapleton, Briſtow, c. beſides Sanders, Nag- 

whoſe being ignorant of the Fact I have proved — Ore 

already. Le Juien and our other modern Adver- 5e, 

ſaries are as poſitive that theſe Writers meant the that the 

Nag's-Head Ordination in what they object againſt Writers 

our firſt Biſhops, as they are that Bonner muſt % 

have that Meaning in his Plea againſt Horne and 37 

the Defence of it; and accordingly, after * Bon- Xy,w/:dge 

ner is produced by Le Quien to give in his Evi. of it. 

dence, Stapleton, Briſtow, Harding, Sanders, and 

Oſorius, a foreign Portugueſe Prelate, are called 

put by him to bear their Teſtimony. But if 

Bonner was a Stranger to the whole Matter, as has 

been proved, how could any of theſe Perſons 

come to have Information of it? The original Re- 

porter and Eye-witneſs of the Fact was, if we 

give Credit to the Hiſtory, no other than Bonner's 

Chaplain Neale, diſpatched by that Biſhop to the 

Tavern to frighten Landaff from doing the Of- 

fice, and to obſerve what Courſe the Biſhops elect 

might take upon the Diſappointment. And can 

it be imagined that Neale, when he came back 

with a full Account of all that he ſaw and heard 

at the Meeting, ſhould forget to inform his Lord 

and Patron, who waited for a Relation of it at 

his Return, and take more Care to ſend an Ac- 

count to Harding at Salisbury, and either to write 

or carry the Story to Oxford, where Sanders, Sta- 

pleton, Briſtow, and Reynolds (probably there at 

that time) might have it from him? We may very 

vell conceive that Neale muſt be ſo well ſatisfied 


ch. vll. thoroughly examined and confuted, 


T. 1. c. 8. 5. 2. p. 249. 259, 282, 287, 309, 319g. 
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good Succeſs (as to drive away Landaff from the 


Meeting and oblige the Candidates for the Epiſ- 


copal Order to ſubmit to ſuch a ſcandalous Way 
of gratifying their Ambition) that he could not 


fail to make all Haſte from the Nag's-Head to the 


Tower or Marſhalſea, to acquaint Bonner with the 
whole Tranſaction, and to concert Meaſures with 
his Lord, how it might be laid open to the World 
with the greateſt Advantage, and a proper Uſe 
be made of ir to ruin the newly-raiſed Proteſtant 
Hierarchy, This one would think ſhould have 
been Neale's firſt Buſineſs when he left the Tavern: 
But if, as has been found, he never ſpoke a Word 
of it to Bonner, but let him be in perfect Igno- 
rance both at that time and fix Years after, when 
that Biſhop was indicted in the King's-Bench, and 
wanted nothing but this Account of Parker's and 
Horne's Ordination, to free him from the Danger 
of being brought in guilty of a Premunire; how 
can we imagine that this ſame Eye-witneſs had 
acquainted Harding, Stapleton, &c. with the Sto- 
ry, and enabled them to charge our Biſhops with 
the Want of the Order upon that Foundation, at 
the ſame time when Bonner could find no ſuch 


Ground for his Plea, tho? nothing could be more 


neceſſary or effectual for his Defence? 


2, The. Jeſuit Fi/zherbert was the firſt that 
made uſe of this Artifice to impoſe upon the cre- 
dulous Party. When Mr. Maſon, Ann. 1613. 
publiſhed his Eugliſo Work, Of the a9” guar 5 
our Biſhops, and made Proof b from the publick 


Regiſter, of the Conſecration of Parker and others 


at the Chapel in Lambeth; the beſt Method that 


Jeſuit could think of to fave the Credit of the 


Nag's-Head Report from being utterly deſtroyed: 
/ 


B. 3. e. 4, 5, 6. 


by 


3 
with having executed his Commiſſion with ſo 
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his Readers with this Pretence, that it was not a 
late Report, but an old Story, of fifty Years 
ſtanding at his time, and known ſo early as the 


Beginning of Queen Elixabetb's Reign to Harding 


and Stapleton, and objected by them at that time 
to their Adverſaries Jewell and Horne. I ſhall fer 
down from him as much as is proper in his own 
Words: „ This Exception of ours touching 
« the lawful Vocation and Conſectation of the 
« firſt Proteſtant Biſhops in the late uy 
4 Days, is not a c Quarrel lately raiſed by us 
« two only, I mean the Author of the Preface to 
e the Diſcuſſion, and myſelf, but vehemently urged 
divers times heretofore by many other Catho- 
« licks many Years ago; yea in the Beginning 
«« of the late Queen's Reign; as namely, to omit 


e others, by the two learned Doctors 1 


and Stapleton, in their Books againſt Mr. Fewe 


« and Mr. Horne, whom they preſſed mightily. 
« with the Defect of due Vocation and Conſecra- 


ce tion, urging them to prove the ſame, and to 


e ſhew how and by whom they were made Prieſts 
« and Biſhops— And what trow you was an- 


« ſwered thereto? Was there any Biſhop named 
& who conſecrated them? Were there any Wit- 
«« neſſes alledged of their Conſecration? Was 
« Mr. Maſon's Regiſter or any other authentick 
« Proof thereof produced by Mr. Jewell or Mr. 
Horne? No truly.” The Author of the Re- 
marks upon F. Le Courayer * tranſcribes this Paſ- 
ſage and a great deal more that follows; and Le 
Quien © tranſlates this Part, as he has it from Mr. 
Ward. But they may both of them be deſired to 
anſwer this Queſtion. Pray what was this Ex- 
ceſtion of the Prefacer to the Diſcuſſion, and Fitz- 


; Appendix to his Adjoinder to the Supplement to Parſons's 
Diſcuſſion, p 486. P. 101, 102, 103. T. 1. p. 245. 


Herbert, 


1 
by the Authority of our Records, was to blind 
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herbert, againſt the Conſecration of our firſt Bi. 


ſhops? Was it not, that they were conſecrated 
not at Lambeth but at the Nag's-Head ? And can 


either of them have the Face to tell us, that this 


was expreſly the old Quarrel vehemently urged and 
preſſed mightily, againſt our Biſhops Jewell and 
Horne, by their Adverſaries Harding and Stapleton ? 
Is there a Word to be found in either of theſe 
two Popiſh Writers, about the Ordination of our 
Biſhops at that Tavern? Does either of them ſo 
much as covertly give Jewell or Horne an Occa- 
ſion to remember their ſcandalous Way of being 
made Biſhops, by ſuch a ſly and dark Inſinuation 
as this, Novimus & qui Te—— & quo Sacello. It 
is not unknown to us who ordained you——— and in 
what Chapel. No, there 1s nothing like it, of 
Jeſt or Earneſt, to be found in either of thoſe 
two Writers. But the Jeſuit ſays, they were 
preſſed mightily by Harding and Stapleton with the 
Defeft of due Vocation and Conſecration ; and urged 


t ſhew by whom and how they were made Biſhops ; 


and made no Anfiver, by naming the Biſhops, or 
alledging Witneſſes, or producing the Regiſter or any 
other authentical Proof. Here again Le Quien and 
the Remarker may be aſked, Do they not believe 
that thoſe two Catholick Doctors were ſatisfied 
that the Proteſtant Prelates Jewell, Horne, and 


Parker, could not be conſecrated by ſuch Perſons 


as were true and lawful Biſhaps, nor by a Form 
ſufficient ro confer the Order, or allowed of by 
the Canons of the Church, or the Laws of the 
Realm? If they believe that Harding and Staple- 
ton were ſo perſuaded, does it not follow that they 


had ſufficient Grounds to charge our Biſhops wi 


the Want of due Vocation and Conſecration, even 
tho* they were ordained at Lambetb as the Regiſter 
relates; without ever having the leaſt Thought of 
the Exception of Parſons's Prefacer and Fitzberbert, 
chat they had no Conſecration but at the Nag 

+ C 5 re Head] 
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Head ? For the Queſtions put-by them, How and 
by whom Jewell and Horne were made Biſhops z 
do they neceſſarily imply, that they believed them 
to be ordained only by Scory, and by the Cere- 
mony which he uſed at.the Tavern? Or may 


not be underſtood to imply, that the Perſons that 


laid Hands upon them at Lambeth were looked 
upon by Harding and Stapleton to be no Biſhops, 
and King Edward's Form that was uſed there to 


be of no Validity or Authority? If this might 
be the Meaning of thoſe Queſtions, to what Pur 


poſe would it have been to make Anſwer, by 
naming the Biſhops who laid Hands upon them, 
when it would have been replied immediately that 
they were no true or lawful Biſhops? Or by pro- 
ducing Witneſſes, or ſhewing the Regiſter, to 
prove they were made Biſhops by ſuch Perſons 
and ſuch a Form, when theſe Mriters muſt be 
ready to reply, that neither thoſe Perſons nor that 


Form could be ſufficient to confer upon them the 


Epiſcopal Order? So we ſee that Fitzberbert's 
Pretence, that the old Quarrel of Harding and 
Stapleton againſt Jewell and Horne, about their 
Want of due Vocation and Conſecration, is the 
ſame with the new Exception of Par/ons's Prefacer 
and himſelf, about their being conſecrated at the 
Tavern, is nothing but Trick and Artifiee, to 


give their Fable an Appearance of an earlier Date 


and greater Authority. 

The following Writers however are glad to 
take the ſame Way of recommending their Rela- 
tions of the Story. Fitz-Simon the next Year, in 
his ſecond Lift of Authors (from whom he ſays we 
have the Story, not in expreſs Words but by ne- 
ceſſary Conſequence) ſets down f Briſtom, Hard- 
ing, Stapleton, Reynolds, and the Rbemiſts, and 
veſen to ſore Places in the Margin where we may 


. 3. 
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make the Diſcovery in thoſe Writers. Champney t 
after him gives us ſeveral Paſſages in Staplelon 
and others of thoſe Authors; - beſides his long 
Account before of the“ Diſpute between Harding 
and Jewell, and from him forty Years after (for 
which time Mr. Maſon had laid both the old and 
new Quarrel aſleep) we have them again in the 
i Treatiſe of Catholick Faith and Hereſy; and up- 
on no better Foundation than this, the ſame Au- 
thor, in his Book of the k Nullity of the Prelatick 
Clergy, affirms, as I obſerved before, that it had 
been heard, credited, and related by the Wiſe and 
Sober Catholicks, for a Century before the time when 


he writ. But the Honour was reſerved to Ls 


Quien to make a more thorough Search into S | 
Pleton, Harding, Cc. in order | 10 take off the fri- 
volous Diſtindtions made uſe of by our Writers (he 
means Mr. Maſon and Biſhop Bramhall) to elude 


the Force of thoſe one or two Paſſages quoted before 


by the Catholicks ; and to overwhelm us with a 
Cloud of Teſtimonies, unanſwerably proving 
that this was the Point of Diſpute between thoſe 
two Writers on one Side, and Jewell and Horne 
on the other; and what eſcaped Le Quien's Dili- 
gence and Induſtry is made up by ſome Gleanings 
in the Author of the Remarks. But they are both 
unhappy in thinking that this would be of fo 
great Service tothem: For the more theſe Writers 
lay againſt our Orders, the more frequently and 
poſitively they charge our Biſhops with the Want 
of Conſecration, without ever offering to ſpeak a 
Word of the Fact which they are pretended to 
be ſo well acquainted with, notwithſtanding ſo 
many Opportunities they had of ſpeaking out, 
and the Senſe they muſt have that but telling the 
Story would ſave them ſo much farther Trouble, 


„ te. | * I pag, 453. ad p. 467... * BF: 14 15 
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and put an End to the Diſpute at once; their Si- 
lence upon ſo many Occaſions that called upon 
them to cry aloud and ſpare not, is a ſufficient 
Proof that they had no ſuch thing to proclaim to 
the World, as well as their omitting nothing elſe 
of Scandal, that came in their Way to reproach 
our Biſhops with. The particular Paſſages, when 
we come to conſider them, will abundantly ſatisfy 
the Reader, that no Men in their Wits, that ſay 
ſo. much as they do, would forbear ſaying any 
thing ſo much more material, if they had it to 
fay: And this I ſhall proceed to ſhew; and be- 
cauſe Le Quien gives the firſt Place to Stapleton be- 
fore Harding, I ſhall begin firſt with the younger, 
tho*-not the leſs forward Writer. © | 


3. To let the Reader into ſo much of S aple- Staple- 
ton's Character, as may ſatisfy him how well qua- ton's Rea- 
lified and diſpoſed he was to have been a Trum- % * 
peter of the Nag's-Head Ordination, if it had "na Por a. 
ever come to his Ears, I need only point out to gain} rhe 
him one Paſſage in his Works, where he gives us Reform- 
more Proofs than one or two, of his Readinels to ers, Ju 
lay hold upon any Opportunity of blackening . ae, 
the Reformers. It is in his Promptuarium Catholi- forborne te 
cum upon the Goſpel for the Sabbath in the third /ay rhis 
Week in Lent, where a Note of Catlvir's upon Fad to 
the Place (John viii. 7.) reflecting upon the ſhame- _— + if 
leſs Incontinency of the Popiſh Clergy, gives him 3% 7. 
an Handle to ſhew his Reſentment 1n.a very out- known of 
rageous Manner, againſt Calvin himſelf,  Beza, ii. 
and Luther, and in like manner againſt the whole 
Body of the Engliſb Biſhops and Clergy. To Cal- 
vin's and Beza's Charge he lays m no leſs a Crime 
than the deteſtable Sin of Sodomy; and for Calvin 


he aſſures us, that both his Conviction of that 


| " Promptuarium Catholicum in Evangelia Ferialia Quadra-, 
geſimæ Sabbato Hebdom. 3. Op. T. 4. p. 749, 750, 751. 
ih 4 Crime, 
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Crime, and his Puniſhment for it, (his being 
branded in the Back, and then banifhed the King. 
dom of France) ſtand upon Record in*the publick 


Acts of the City of Noyon. Could we imagine 


that the ſage and judicious Stapleton (for that is the 
Epithet with which Le Quien adorns his Name, 
almoſt on every Occaſion, after Biſhop Bramball 
had, as he thought, given him ſo good Authori- 
ty for it, by owning, as Le Quien takes care to 
publiſh, that he was one of the moſt rational Head: 
of their Church) ſhould, without either conſulting 
the Records and Regiſters at Noyon, or informing 
himſelf of the Certainty by ſome of his Corre- 
ſpondents in France, venture to print a Report of 
uch a plain Falſhood and baſe Calumny? for that 
ſuch it was, manifeſtly appears from two of their 
own Writers, ® Monl. Deſmay, in his Book en- 
titled Remarks on the Life of Calvin, taken from 
the Regiſters of Noyon, the Place of his Birth; and 
P Mon. Vaſſeur, in his Annals of the Cathedral 
Church of Noyon : Both which Authors profeſſedly 
give an Account of Calvin's Life, from what they 
could find in the Regiſters at Noyo#, or any other 
Memoirs, or could hear from the Mouths of Per- 
ſons of a competent Age to give them Informa- 
tion, ſuch as had converſed with others that knew 
Calvin: Yet 4 both of them difown their finding 
any Report of this Scandal, tho? they are both Pa- 
pills, and declare they intend not to ſpare Calvin, 
and ſhew that had no ſuch Intention by ſeve- 
ral things which they relate to his Prejudice, that 
are proved by Monſ. Drelincourt to be falſe and 
oundleſs. But Stapleton is not content with this 
tory, but follows Calvin from Noyon to Geneva, 
and tells us that the ſame Reformer kept an Adonis 
in his Houſe there, and when the young Catamite 


T. 1. p. 260. La Defence de Calvin par C Drelin- 
Court. Ap. 155. ad p. 191. P Ibid, ap. 191. ad p. 221. 
2 Ib. p. 210, 211, 222, 223, 224. lad 
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had robbed him and run away, he was fain to ſit 
down with the Loſs, rather than endeavour to ap- 
prehend and proſecute him, for fear of bringing 
their abominable Converſation .to light. For 
this ſecond Tale, Stapleton refers in the Margin 
to an Author, but it is no other but the very in- 
famous Hierome Bolſect, from whom no queſtion 
he had greedily ſwallowed the former Story; tho? 
he vouches no Author, but confidently bids any 
one look into the Records at Noyon (where the 
Account was to be read at the time when he writ) 
to find that Calvin was convicted of Sodomy there, 
and ſuffered a leſſer Puniſhment for it than he de- 
ferved, by the Biſhop and Magiſtrates ſparing his 
Life, and only branding him firſt, and then ſend- 
ing him into Baniſhmentz and to compleat the 
Story, and make it appear the more credible, he 
adds, that Perſons of great Worth that were his 
Relations had made uſe of all the Intereſt they 
had to get this Monument of his Infamy, ſo great 
a Blot upon the Family, eraſed out of the pub- 
lick Records, but could not as yet obtain that 
Favour from the Magiſtrates. For Beza, to 
prove him to be guilty of the ſame Crime, he has 
no Fact or Voucher to produce, but ſets down at 
length an Epigram of his, writ when he was young, 
and a Member of their Church; wherein Beza, 
to copy (in that which did by no means become 
him) thoſe Authors whom his Genius to that Sort 

of Poetry led him to imitate, Catullus and Mar- 
tial, takes a Liberty, in Expreſſions very looſe 
(and ſcandalous if ſtrictly interpreted) to perſonate 
a Man divided in his Amours between his Can- 
dida and his Andebert. This, and one or two 
other Pieces of his Poetry, Stapleton very chart 
tably concludes to be ſufficient to ground upon 
them a Character of Beza, as a profeſſed Sodomite, 
as an impure Wretch who bad polluted himſelf with 


* 


| all the oſt horrid Kindsof Lewdueſ: Tho (belies 
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that he very early declared in Print his real Senſe 
of that great Fault, in allowing ſuch a Liberty 
to his Pen, tho? his Life was chaſte) he had largely 

purged and vindicated himſelf, and defied his Ad- 
verſaries to lay any thing worſe than thoſe Verſes 
to his Charge, in an Epiſtle prefixed to an Edi- 
tion of his other Poems, An. 1569. thirty Years 
almoſt before Stapleton writ this Part of his Promp- 
tuarium; a time certainly long enough for him to 
have made ſuch Enquiry as would have obliged 
bim (if he could have any Charity for an Arch- 
Heretick) to have acquitted Beaa of that falſe 
Scandal. After theſe Foreigners, he muſt not 
torget his own Country, but proceeds to as vile 
a Repreſentation of the whole Clergy of the 
Church of England, whom he declares Maſters 
and Miniſters, that is, both the Biſhops and infe- 
rior Clergy, to be guilty, notwithſtanding their being 
allowed the — State, of ſuch filthy and impu- 
dent Lewdneſs that there can be nothing more impure 
than that married Anti-Clergy, as he calls them. 
And what Authority does he bring to make good 
this Charge? No other than one, as he ſays, of 
their own Number; and the Reader may wonder 
to find it, in the Margin, to be Martin Mar-Pre- 
late; whom Stapleton was ſo well acquainted with 
the State of our Affairs, as to take to be one 
fingle Perſon, and a Member of the Church of 
England, inſtead of knowing that it was a Name, 
like that of Legion, for a r Combination of deſpe- 
rate Libellers, whoſe Cauſe at that time obliged 
them to ſtick at nothing of Falſhood and Ca- 
lumny, that might render the Biſhops and the 
Clergy (who adhered to them, and to the Conſti- 
tution of the Eſtabliſhed Church) contemptible 
and odious. Such Writers, and Bol/eck, are a fit 
Match for one another, and proper Vouchers for 


© Stuppe's Life of -Whitgift, B. 2. c. 21. 2 
2 = Stapleton's 
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Stapleton's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. It is well for 


the Reader that he ſays no more here, but onl 
refers him to an Author then newly publiſhed 
for the like Character of Martin Luther. Theſe 
Inſtances of Stapleton's Spirit will carry a much 
worſe- Appearance, from this Part of his Works 
wherein we find them, a Book deſigned for the 
Inſtruction of the Catholick Preachers, and a 
Store-houſe to ſupply them with Matter in their 
Sermons to confute and expoſe the Hereticks of 
that time, that is, the Proteſtants: And theſe Ac- 
counts of the Wickedneſs of the Engliſh Clergy, 
and of the Leaders of the Reformation in'the 
other Proteſtant Churches, equally groundleſs 
and malicious, he puts into the Mouths of their 
Preachers for an annual Entertainment of their 
Audience in every Church of that Communion, 


upon a certain Day in the holy Seaſon of Lent, as . 


often as the Day ſhould return, and the Goſpel of 
the Day put them in mind of it. The Reader 
muſt not yet be ſurprized to find that the Publi- 
cation of all this in his Promptuarium was' not 
enough to content the Author, but he thought it 
proper to be re-printed every Word, before the 
End of the fame Year, in his Autidotum in Evan- 


lia ſ, upon the fame Place in St. John's Goſpel. 
he very Title of chis Work might have put 


him in mind of what he had forgot in the Promp- 
tuarium, to ſay ſomething in Defence of their in- 
jured Churchmen, againſt rhe venomous Reflecti - 
ons of Calvin, Beza, Cc. but there is not a Word 
more here, and we have nothing there of that 
Nature; only, Stapleton ſays of Bega, The impure 
Wretch, when he had polluted himſelf by all the moſs 
horrid kinds of Lewaneſi, takes a Meaſure of other 
Perſons — himſelf, and caſts the Scandal of the like 
Ads of Filthineſs upon all the Lovers of Cbaſtity; 


Op. Tom. 3. p. 236, 237» E 
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and ſuch he is willing the Readers ſhould take thoſe 
Men to be, whom he would repreſent to the Par- 
ty as baſely injured in their Characters by the 
vile Slanders of Beza and Calvin. And with the 
ſame Intent he proceeds to draw a Parallel between 
their Clergy's ſuffering under theſe Calumnies of 
the Proteſtants, and the like Treatment which 
the Fathers of the Church formerly met with, 


Euſtathius, St. Chryſoſtom, &c. and more parti- 


cularly St. Athanaſius, whoſe Adverſaries ſuborned 
a Strumpet to accuſe him of a criminal Converſa- 
tion with her, which was very happily proved to 
be falſe: And it would have been as happy if the 
Author could have diſproved thoſe notorious In- 
ftances of the Lewdneſs of their Popes and Cler- 
gy, recorded by their own Writers, which were a 
very juſt Ground for all the Reproaches of their 
Enemies, But he knew it was better to ſeem to 
vindicate them by ſuch dark Inſinuations, and to 
turn the Eyes of his Readers the contrary Way, 
by laying before them his ſcandalous Hiſtory of 
the Reformers. 


Both theſe Parts of Stapleton's Works, this 


Part of his Promptuarium, and his Antidote upon 


the Goſpels, were printed Ann. 1594. thirty Years 
almoſt after he had entered the Liſts againſt our 
Reformed Church and Biſhops, in his Fortreſs of 
Faith, Ann. 1565. Then he was young, in the 
Heat of Blood, his Head warm, and his Paſſions 
ſtrong ; but in ſo long time after, it muſt be ſup- 
poſed that his Heat and Malice might have re- 
ceived ſome Degree of Allay and Abatement, by 
his being ſo far advanced in Years, We ſee, not- 
withſtanding, he could, when he was at the Age 
of threeſcore, be forward to caſt ſuch a Scandal 
upon Calvuin's Memory, who had then been more 
than thirty Years in his Grave, without any War- 
rant or Aſſurance of the Truth of thoſe Stories 


the 
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the ſame manner, tho? there was ſo very little 
Ground for it, as it might very eaſily have ap- 
peared to him; and to give ſuch a very foul Cha- 
racter of the Engliſh Biſhops and Clergy, upon 


no better Foundation than the Authority of Mar- 


tin Mar-Prelate. And can we ſuppoſe that when 
he was ſo much younger, thirty Years before, he 
could at that time, and as often afterwards as the 
Subject of his Writings preſented him with a 
fair and proper Occaſion, have forborne to charge 
the heretical Bench of Biſhops in England with a 
Fact as wicked and deteſtable as any that he lays 
afterwards either to theirs or to Calvin's or Beza's 


Charge? a Fact which he muſt have known, as 


they pretend, within a little time after it was 
done, and with the greateſt Certainty, as he muſt 
have been informed of it either by the grand Eye- 
_ witneſs himſelf, or by others who had the Rela- 

tion from his Mouth. Juſt before he printed his 
Fortreſs of Faith, he had, in his : Diſcourſe at the 
End of his Tranſlation of Staphylus's Apology, 
taken upon him to call Grindal! a Pretended Pre- 
late; and preſently after, in his Fortreſs, and his 
. Return of Untruths to Jewell, and his Counterblaſt 
to Horne, he had declared them and all their Fel- 
lows to be No Biſhops, and offered ſuch Arguments 
as he thought ſufficient to prove them to be none; 
and in the very Entrance of his Diſpute with 
Horne would not (as he lets him know) vouchſafe 
(as Abbot Fecknam had) to give him the Honour 
of ſo much as the very Name of Biſhop of Min- 
cheſter. And could he, being of ſuch a Temper 
as has been ſhewed, and having been fully ac- 
quainted with the ſcandalous Manner of their pre- 
tended Conſecration, have let ſlip ſo many Op- 


portunities of proclaiming his Knowledge of that 
Fact, and making the whole World ring with 
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the Story of that profane Piece of Mockery ? 


*T is natural to expect that in the former Part of 
his Promptuarium Catholicum, printed Ann. 1588, 
(a Repertory or Index of Common Places for their 
Preachers to declaim upon againſt the Hereticks, 
upon the Sundays and the Feaſts in the whole Year) 
he could not miſs of inſtructing them more than 
once, how they might inform their Hearers of the 
Want of Ordination in the Reformed Churches: 
And this accordingly we find he ſuggeſts to them 
as 2 proper Subject for their Diſcourſes upon the 
Texts that offer themſelves in the Goſpels v for 
St. Andrew's and St. Mark's Day, and Tueſd 

after Pentecoft ; and we have a Repetition in thoſe 
Places of almoſt every thing that he had faid in 
his former Writings upon that Argument ; but 
there is not a Word here neither of the Hiſtory 


how the firſt Engliſs Proteſtant Biſhops were 


made, tho? that would have done the Buſineſs ef- 
fectually, and ſaved the Trouble of all the reſt, 
as well as have been more convincing, and more 
ſpitable to the Capacities of a popular Audience, 
ſuch as this and the Stories of Calvin, &c. were 
deſigned for. Such an Account of our Biſhops 
making their Way to the higheſt Order in the 


Church, by a moſt profane and ſacrilegious Moc- 


kery of all that is ſacred, as is laid open in the 
Nag's-Head Story, would have juſtified that Cha- 
racter wherewith the inveterate Rancour and Bit- 
terneſs of his Spirit prompts him to brand thoſe 
Biſhops, at the Concluſion of his Inſtructions to 
the Preachers, from the Goſpel for St. Mark's 


Day, That they were Monſters of thoſe Times, and 
Plagues 7 the Church, againſt whom the People 
e 


2 to be exborted to pray earneſtly to God and 
Chriſt, that they would exterminate thoſe profane 


Perſons and Strangers, thoſe Wolves and Rabbers, 


! Op. T. 4. p. 820, 852, 866. 
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and ſet lawful Governours over the Church. A Prayer 
ſuitable to the Juncture of Time when Stapleton 
was writing this Work, about the Year 1588, 
when the Strength of the Popiſh Party were al- 
moſt ready to put in Execution their Deſign of a 
formidable Invaſion upon England, in order to 


root out the Proteſtant Clergy and Church of 


this Nation ; which was attempted in that Year 
with full Aſſurance of Succeſs ; but, as ſoon as 
attempted, miraculouſly defeated by the gracious 
Hand of an Over-ruling Providence interpoſing 
in our Defence, about the time that his charitable 
Inſtructions to the Preachers againſt the Prote- 
ſtants were made publick. 


4. This may be enough for the preſent, to ſhew 
how inconſiſtent it was with Srapleton's Temper 


and Spirit, to have concealed the Fact of the 


Tavern-Ordination, if he had ever been informed 
of it. We may now enter upon the Examination 
of the particular Paſſages alledged by Le Quien 
and the Remarker, or elſewhere to be found in 
that voluminous Writer, wherein he may be pre- 
tended to be a Witneſs, againſt the Account of 
the Conſecration of our Biſhops in the Lambeth 
Regiſter, and for the Story of the Nag's-Head 
Ordination. His firſt Work, where he ſpeaks of 
their Ordinations, is the Fortreſs of Faith, printed 
Ann. 1565. of which, and the Counterblaſt to 


Horne, Ann. 1567. and the Return of Untruths 


to Jewell, Ann. 1566. I am to acquaint the Reader, 
that the Author himſelf writ them in Engliſb, but 
did not tranſlate them himſelf into Latin, or give 
Authority by his Approbation to any Tranſlation 
made of them during, his Life by any other Per- 
ſons; but the Paris Edition of his Works in 
Latin, more than twenty Years after his Deceaſe, 
informs us, 1n the Preface of the Publiſhers to the 


firſt Tome, and in other Places in the ſecond, 
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that thoſe Engliſh Pieces were tranſlated by ſome 
Divines of the Exg/;h Nation employed by the 
Editors, and not — in Latin till then. And 
this is a ſufficient Caution to us, and ſhould have 
been to Le Quien, as we ſhall fee afterwards, to 
compare the Tranſlations with the Original, and 
not haſtily to give Credit to what the Tranſlators 
ſay, without good Warrant for it. To enable 
us more clearly and diſtinctly to determine the 
Senſe of the Author in the ſeveral Places of his 
Fortreſs, and the reſt of his Works, in Engliſh 
or Lotin, we have the Point of Diſpute ſtated by 
Le Quien himſelf, what he is ready to maintain 
to be Stapleton's declared Judgment of the Ordina- 
tions of our firſt Biſhops. It was, as the Father 
gives us to underſtand, » the eſſential and capital 
Point of Controverſy between the Catholick Doctors 
and ours for fifty Years (he means from the time 
of Parker's Conſecration) to call in queſtion our 
Biſhops having been at all conſecrated or ordained. 
Not to diſpute whether the Ordinations they received 
were valid or invalid but to diſpute their having 
been ordained at all, in any manner whatſoever. 
Whether this is true of Stapleton, is to be deter- 
mined upon a Survey of the Parts of his Works, 
In the Fortreſr of Faith, Part 2. ch. 8. he propoſes 
to ſhew the different Manner of Auguſtine the 
Monk, and the Biſhops conſecrated by him, com- 
ing into the Epiſcopal Order, from that of the 
firſt Proteſtant Biſhops in Queen Elizabeth's Reign. 
Auſtin, he ſays, went over into France, and was 
there conſecrated at Arles the firſt Arch-Biſhop of 
Canterbury, by ſeveral Biſhops, according to Pope 
Gregory's Command. And when he was come 
back, being now Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, he 
ordained Mellitus Biſhop of London, and Juſtus 
Biſhop of Rocheſter. But for our Biſhops, his 
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Words follow, Now the Pretended Biſnhops of 
« Proteſtants, whereas the whole Number of our 

« Learned and Reverend Paſtors (our Lord be 
<« praiſed) for Confeſſion of the Truth were dif: 

&« placed of their Rooms, none being left in the 
Realm having Authority to conſecrate Biſhops 
« or to make Prieſts, (that being the Office of 
« only Biſhops) by what Authority do they go- 
4 yern the Fold of Chriſt's Flock? Who laid 
Hands over them as St. Paul expreſly did unto 
« Timothy and Titus, when he made them Biſhops ? 

s Whither went they to be conſecrated, into 
« France, Spain, or Germany, ſeeing that at home 
«© there was no Number of ſuch as might and 


$ would ſerve their Turn? No, no, as their Re- 


« ligion is contrary, their End is diverſe, their 

„ Beginning hath been utterly different from the 

« true Chriſtian Faith planted, ſo are their Pro- 

«« ceedings different and repugnant. They have 

« not come in by the Door, they have ſtolen in 

« like Thieves, without all ſpiritual Authority 

« or Government.“ Here, in the * firſt Step , 5, 
that he takes (V hereas the whole Number, Sc.) Objetion 
is not Stapleton ſo unhappy that his Account is it the 
plainly falſe in Matter of Fact? For is it true 074inati- 
that their «whole Number of Biſhops were diſplaced 275 5 
of their Rooms ? as he tells us with ſo great Satiſ- proves 
faction, as to look up to Heaven and give God ther be 
Thanks for the unanimous Adherence of their #245 ##ter- 
Paitors to the Confeſſion of the Truth for which — 
they ſuffered Deprivation. Is it true alſo that ing ordain- 
there was none left in the Realm having Authority to ed at the 
conſecrate Biſhops? Does not Harding, very ſoon Nzg's- 
after, ſhew that this young Champion for the Head. 
Cauſe was too forward in his Reckoning? Does he 

not ſay that of the Number of their Paſtors there 


* 
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was 7 one that was made to break Unity? It is true, 
he calls that one a Fool for his pains, in the Words 
that he puts into the Mouth of a Catholick Biſhop 
ſpeaking to a Proteſtant Peer, We had but onz 
Fool among us, and bim you bave gotten unto you. 
But what he ſays might — his Intimate and 
Correſpondent in * Controverſial Labours (as the 
Remarker * ſays Stapleton was to Harding) that 
there was one who eſcaped being diſp — of his 
Room, by denying that Truth for which the _— 
had the Honour, both in his and Harding's 

nion, to be Confeflors. But if he had ſeen this 
in Harding, or in Fult's Anſwer to his Fortreſs, 
who tells him what he ſays 1s utterly falſe, for there 
was one of the Popiſh Biſhops that cn. te in his 
Place; he had time to forget it in twenty Years 
after, Ann. 1588. when we find the fame thing as 
crudely aſſerted in the Promptuarium, where he 
ſays of our falſe Biſhops (as he calls them) b Yeris 
Epiſcopis ad unum omnibus cjectis & in vincula 
conjectis, a nemine manus impoſitionem accipiebant ; 
and again, Triplicat. adv. Whitakerum, An. 1596. 
e Pulſis univerſis Catbolicis Epiſcopisx=—— intruſi 
funt alii fine ulll manuum impoſitione, &c. His 
being ſtill for ſo long time in the ſame Miſtake 
is the more tmaccountable, becauſe before his 
Promptuarium Catholicum was printed, - Sanders's 
Book De Schiſmate Anglicano, had two Editions, 
if not a third; and his Words, when he ſpeaks 
of the Deprivation of the Popiſh Biſhops, ate, 
(not ad unum omnes, but) 4 Præter unum omnes de 
gradu & dignitate ſud depoſiti ſunt. So that Staple- 
ton might have been advertiſed of his former Er- 
ror the third time by that * as well as 


9 Confut. of the Apology, Part 6. c. 2. 2 P. 69. 

® Fortreſs of Stapleton overthrown, p. 113. 
Prompt. Cath. ſuper Evangelia in Feſtis in die S. Marci. 
Op. T. 4. p. 853. * Op. T. 1. p. 1259. 

* Sanderus de Schiſm. Ang. I. 3. p. 236. Ed. Ingolftad. 
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ſhewed by him how to correct it. The Remarker, 
who tranſcribes this and ſo much more from the 
Promptuarium, was not prepared to find any 
Miſtake in his Author, neither there nor in the 
Fortreſs of Faith in Engliſh or Latin; nor had ta- 
ken notice of Fulk's reproaching Stapleton with it, 
or of Harding and Sanders laying it before his 
Eyes, if he ever read them. If he had obſerved 
this, it would have happily prevented another Ob- 
ſervation (which he took then to be very judici- 
ous, but may now think otherwiſe of it) from 
Stapleton's denying the Ordination of our Biſhops, 
e not only iu the Books be writ ſoon after the pretend- 
ed Fact, but alſo in thoſe he publiſhed* thirty Years 
after; that it ſhews that neither Friend nor Enemy 
had convinced him, nor even minded him f any 
Miſtake, or of any thing worſe than a Miſtake, in 
ſo notorious a Matter. He ſees here a very groſs 
Miſtake of his, in a Matter equally notorious, the 
Deprivation of the Popiſh Biſhops, not only in a 
Book writ ſoon after the Fact, but in another thirty, 
and a third forty Years after, tho' it is almoſt im- 
poſſible, but that he muſt have been both minded 
and convinced of it, at leaſt by his Adverſary that 
reproached him with it to his Face; if not by 
his two particular Friends. There might be good 
Reaſon for the Tranſlator of the Fortreſs, tho' he 


ſaw the Error of his Author, and might with he 


had not ſhewed himſelf to be ſo much miſtaken, 
yet to render the Engliſb faithfully, as he does in 
the Propugnaculum Fidei, Doctiſſimi & Reveren- 
diſſimi Epiſcopi noſtrales Catholici=—— ornnes ad 
unum ſedibus Epiſcopalibus ob veritatis confeſſionem 
pulſi ſunt: And we mult not entertain that Opt- 
nion either of Stapleton in his Promptuarium, or 
of his Tranſlator in the Propugnaculum Fidei, that 


At 


they were no better Latiniſts than to mean, by 
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ad unum omnes, all but one; tho! it ought to be 
ſo, if in Reality that was truly tbe whole Num- 
ber. | | 
But I would aſk who was that one, who was 
not diſplaced together with the reſt? Was it 
not Kitchin of Landaff ? Is it poſſible then that 
Stapleton ſhould have been fully informed of the 
Nag's-Head Ordination, and yet be ignorant that 
this was the Man that, after he had ſaved his 
Biſhoprick by taking the Oath of Supremacy, 
complied ſo much farther as to give the Biſhops 
elect a Meeting in order to be their Conſecrator, 
but declining it at the Place of Action, left them 
to get themſelves ordained by Scory? Is it poſſible 
that he ſhould ſay that all their Biſhops to a Man 
were deprived of their Sees, and none left having 
Authority to conſecrate a Biſhop, and yet know that 
there was one of them that kept his Poſt, and 
his Authority to inveſt others with the Order, 
and had like, if his Courage had not failed him, 
to have given the Proteſtants a Caſt of his Office, 
and to have ordained Arch-Biſhop Parker and no 
fewer than fourteen other Biſhops at one Merry- 
Meeting? Muſt not this Writer, if he had been 
for ſo long time fully informed of that Meeting, 
and the Part that Landaff did act, and was farther 
to have acted there, have recollected himſelf pre- 
ſently after he had ſaid the whole Number, and 
owned there was one Exception of a Paſtor of 
theirs that was not diſplaced? as Fitz-Simon 8 does, 
after he had ſaid that here were not three, nor two, 
nor one Biſhop, that could and would conſecrate the 
others, II ſaid, ſays he, there was not one 
but I was not ignorant that one only, Kitchin of 
Landaft: went over to the Reformers. I ſee no 
Expedient to qualify theſe Expreſſions of Staple- 
ton's; they are full and plain, the whole Number 
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their Paſtors, Univerſi Catholici Epiſcopi, eve 
— of — Catholick Biſhops, Veri Eviſcopi 4 
unum omnes, all the true Biſhops to a Man; 
and, in conſequence of their Deprivation, one 
being left in the Realm having Epiſcopal Authority. 
And beſides, he ſpeaks in the Fortreſs with a Shew 
of Religion, and bleſſes God that the whole Num- 
ber of their Prelates were unanimous in their Re- 
ſolution to ſuffer for the Truth; where he muſt 
be thought to appeal to God himſelf for a Wit- 
neſs of that, for which he praiſes his holy Name 
and ſure he muſt be then in very good Earneſt. 
If it be pretended that he looked upon Landaff 
not to be one of the Number of their Biſhops, 


after his taking the Oath of the Queen's Supre-- 


macy, it is eaſy to ſee that this Pretence would 
juſtify his ſaying that the whole Number of their 
Biſhops were deprived, tho? two or three others 
beſides Landaff had complied, and ſaved their 
Biſhopricks. But ſuppoſe him at that time not 
to be arrived to the Age of the Judicious Sta- 
pleton, but, as a young Writer, raſh and inconſi- 


derate, and led thereby into a Miſtake ; ſtill this 


Miſtake about Landaff, as if he had been de- 
prived together with the reſt, is inconſiſtent with 
his having any Knowledge or Remembrance of 
that Biſhop's having kept his Poſt, and qualified 
himſelf to " the Conſecrator of our Biſhops at the 
Nag's-Head : for if he knew it, it was not poſſible 
for him to ſay that all their Biſhops to a Man 
were diſplaced. So our very Entrance upon Sta- 
pleton ſets us farther off than we were before, 


from allowing him to be a Witneſs of the Truth 


of that Fable. 


g. Let us fee if in the reſt that he ſays we ſhall 
meet with better Satisfaction. Upon their Bi- 
ſhops being all deprived, and there being not one 
left with Power to conſecrate any others, * 

a 


253 


N 


Te Nac's-Hrap FaBTIE \ 
aſks b, How could our pretended Prelates come 
to have Epiſcopal Authority? Who laid Hands 
upon them as St. Paul did upon Timothy and T;- 
tus? Did they, having none at home, go over, 
as Auſtin the Monk did, into France, or into Spain, 
or — to get themſelves conſecrated there 
by true Biſnops? Himſelf anſwers, No, no. Now 
could any one who had been told that the Nag's- 
Head Ordination was notoriouſly known in Staple- 
ton's time, and that frequently he had in offect re- 

our Biſhops with it, expect to hear any 
thing elſe after this No, no, than to this Purpoſe, 


<< No, they had not the Grace to ſubmit them- 


« ſelves to be conſecrated by any true Biſhops, 
« at Home or Abroad, but went all of them to- 
« gether to a Tavern, with one of our Apoſtate 
« Prieſts, who there took upon him to ordain 
«© them (borreſco referens) in a — profane 
Manner ſuitable to the Place? This is the 
leaſt that could have been expected to follow here, 
if not the whole Story at length, then (as it is pre- 
tended) ſo freſh in Stapleton's Memory: But in- 
ſtead of this, the effect of all that comes after is, 
As their Principles are, ſo was their Practice; they 
came not in by the Door, but like Thieves and Rob- 
bers: In what manner they came in, to deſerve to 
be branded with this Character, we are left in the 
dark, tho* we muſt believe his Head was full at 
that time of the Tavern-Story. A very proper 
Preface and Introduction this would have been, if 
the Hiſtory itſelf had then followed; but can we 
believe he could come thus far, and the Fact not 
ſtare him in the Face, and oblige him not to paſs 
it over? He had given his Reader, from Bede's 
Hiſtory, an Account how their firſt Biſhops of 
the Church of Zxgland were ordained; and his 
Diſcourſe is not ſo much in a way of Argument 


® Sup. p. 249. 


* 


TH 27 —_ _- F 


_ Bj 5. &- yy d CE Oh. 
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as Hiſtory; and the End and Deſign of it is to 
ſhew the Difference between their firſt Biſhops and 
ours in this regard: Could he then, after he had 
particularly related how theirs were made, have 

aſſed ours over with a general Reflection, when 

e had the whole Proceeding and every Part of it 
before his Eyes? To fay ſo much therefore as he 
does, and no more, muſt, if he had ſo much 
more to ſay, ſhew that either he was not awake, 


or not in his Wits; or his rational Head fo weak 


as to give up that wherein the greateſt Strength of 
his Cauſe lay, by (to borrow once more the Re- 


marker's Words) an unwarrantable Dumbneſs. If 


an Evidence that came into Court to prove a Fe- 
lon guilty of Robbery, ſhould tell them that the 
Priſoner at the Bar had been long known to him 
to be a Man of no Religion or Virtue, and that 
his Way of living was agreeable to his Principles; 
would not the Court, if he were breaking off 
without ſaying any thing more, tell him all this 
was Impertinence, except he could upon his Oath 
ſpeak home to the Fact for which the Priſoner 
ſtood indicted? So the Evidence we are here ex- 
amining wanted Neale or ſome body elſe to whiſ- 
per in his Ear, and tell him, „Sir, you quite 
« forget the Nag - Head Ordination.“ 


6. Can we impute this Silence to ſome degree 
of Modeſty in him at this Age, and his not being 
then ſo much enraged againſt the Proteſtants as 
he was when he told the Stories of Calvin, Be- 
za, Sc. almoſt thirty Years after? Tis but look - 
ing back to his third Chapter of this ſecond Part i, 
and we find him telling two Stories together, one 
of Calvin, equally ſcandalous, of an Attempt of 
his to make the World believe that he had raiſed 
a dead Man to Life, and the ſad Conſequence of 
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it in the poor Man who was to counterfeit himſelf 
to be dead, to have that Miracle wrought upon 
him; and the other more entertaining and ridicy- 
lous, of Lulber's being prevailed upon with much 
ado to try to exorciſe a young Maid poſſeſſed 
with a Devil; and the Devil, inſtead of being 
caſt out of the Maid, tormenting the Prophet 
that ſhould have caſt him out, and having in- 
viſibly barred the Door within and without, fo 
that Luther in great Agony tor a long time could 
not get out of the Hands of the evil Spirit (tho' 
he attempted it at the Window, but that too was 
barred) till Staphylus himſelf, from whom Stapleton 
relates the Story, delivered Luther and the Doctors 
of Wittenberg, and himſelf, then Maſter of Arts, 
and other Students of the Univerſity who were 
Spectators, by taking up a Hatchet thrown in at 
the Window, (not by the Devil we mult preſume) 
and with all his Force and hard Labour at laſt 
getting the Door open. Does not Stapleton now 
appear to be of a Temper very likely to paſs over 
untouched, when he was juſt come' to it, the Re- 
htion how our Biſhops were made, out of pure 
Modeſty, and Want of Inclination to caſt ſuch a 
Scandal upon them? Bur I needed not have ſent 
the Reader back to theſe Stories, if it were not 
to give him a little Diverſion. In this eighth 
Chapter which we are upon, within four or five 
Pages after that wherein he baulks our Expecta - 
tions by this Omiſſion, there is evident Proof of 
his Diſpoſition to have done Parker and the reſt 
of our Biſhops all the Juſtice imaginable that lay 
in his Power. The Reader muſt know firſt, that 
the Arch-Biſhop and his Brethren found themſelves 
for ſome time under a Neceſlity of making ſome 
Laymen, that had not had learned Education, 
but were brought up to Trades, and ſome of 
them Mechanicks, Readers in ſome of the vacant 
Churches under their Care, and of in 
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others of the like Condition into Deacon's or 
Prieſt's Orders, to ſerve thoſe Cures which could 
not ſoon be otherwiſe provided for. To ſhew 
him with how great Prudence and Circumſpection 
this was done, and how watchful they were to re- 
medy any Inconveniencies that might attend it, I 
need only refer to Strype k. But if he reads a 
little farther in this Chapter of the Forireſs, it will 
appear how well prepared Stapleton was to make 
a very odious Repreſentation of the Conduct of 
our Biſhops, and the State of our Clergy, upon 
this Occaſion. Our Prelates, l as being no Biſhops 
at all, he repreſents as looking upon themſelves 
to be under no Obligation to obſerve the Apoſtle's 
Rule to Timothy, of laying Hands ſuddenly on no 
Man ; but haſtily admitting into Orders all 
Comers, worthy or unworthy, Poticaries, Taylors, 
Sadlers, Ropers, Furriers, Cappers, and ſuch other 
of all Crafts and Occupations, ſo faſt and ſo thick, 
that there was a want of Hands to work in the 
ſeveral Trades. This he makes Sport with, in an 
Anſwer (which he either makes or reports) of a 
Worſhipful Gentleman of their Communion riding 
with one of the Pretended Biſhops, who aſked him 
merrily why his Saddle and Boots were ſo mean? 
My Lord (ſaid the Gentleman) 74 have taken 
« up all our Sadlers and Shoemakers and pro- 
« moted them to the Miniſtry, ſo that there is 
& ſcarce one left that will work for Money.” 
The Relator thinks it not proper to omit, that 
his Worſhip rapped out two Oaths, at the Begin- 
ning, and before the Concluſion of this ſhort 
Speech; which were not to be ſpared in the Rela- 
tion, that it might obtain the greater Credit. And 
could the ſame Man that makes ſo much of this 
Matter, and ſtrains ſo hard to ſet it in a falſe 
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ance; that allows himſelf the Liberty to give 


ſuch a Turn to the conſcientious Care of Arch- 
Biſhop Parker and the other Biſhops, to provide 
for the Neceſſities of the Church as well as they 
could in that Exigence, (when otherwiſe ſo many 
Pariſhes muſt either have been left, as Stapleton 
would have had them, to thoſe blind Guides who 
would have led them into Error, Superſtition, 
and Idolatry, or elſe have never had the Service 
of the Church, or the Scriptures or Homilies read, 
or. Sermons preached, or the Sacraments admini- 
ſtred to them) as to make this Care of theirs to be 
their Crime, a ſcandalous Neglect of their Duty, 
and. a Difregard of the Apoſtle's Injunction to be 
circumſpect and cautious upon whom they laid 
their Hands; that, laſtly, could take ſo much 
Pleaſure in ſuch a Report, relate it in ſo particu- 
lar a Manner, and make it the Subject of Sport 
and Merriment for the Entertainment of the Par- 
ty: Can it be conceived that this Man ſhould have 
any Reſtraint upon him to keep him from laying 
open ſuch a Scene of Weakneſs and Folly, as well 
as Irreligion and Profaneneſs, as diſcovers itſelf in 
the Account of the Mock-Conſecration of ' theſe 


| Biſhops, if it had been known to him for no leſs 


than four or five Years, or if he had been ac- 
quainted with it about the time when he was 
writing? I may leave it to any Reader, Proteſtant 
or Papiſt, to, judge whether this can be looked 
upon as poſſible: And if it cannot, then let him 


tell me whether Stapleton's never mentioning a 


Word of this Fact in this and all other Places of 
his Works where he has Occaſion to ſay any 
thing that might lead to it, is not an Evidence 
that it was an Invention of ſome of their working 
Heads in After-times, and never publickly heard 
of till he had been ſeveral. Years in his Grave. 


7. We 


Ch. VII. thortughly exdminied and confuted. 259 


7, We may well conjecture it is not for fiothing 
that Le Quien when he takes Stapleton's Propugna- 
culum Fidei in hand, and had the very Place in La- 
tin that I have produced from the Fortreſs in Eng- 
liſp, lying before him, ſets down no Part of it 
but the Concluſion, which follows within a Line 
or two after the End of what 1 have ſet down, 
m Dico igitur, &c. n 1 ſay therefore, by the Ver- 
dict of Holy Scripture and Prattice of the Primitroe 
Church, theſe Men are no Biſhops. For what Rea- 
ſon does the Father omit Stapleton's Premiſſes, 
from whence he infers this Concluſion? May not 
one be apt to think that he was ſtartled, at the 
firſt Entrance, to find in his Author ſuch a Blun- 
der, of the whole Number of their Paſtors (the 
Lord be praiſed) and conſequently Landaff (whoſe 
keeping his Biſhoprick laid the Foundation of 
the Nag's-Head Story) being diſplaced of their 
Rooms ? and that he was not willing to lay it be- 
fore us to put us in a Way to hit the Blot? eſpe- 
cially if it be conſidered that he himſelf o cites 
that Paſſage of Fulk, where he tells Stapleton it ts 
utterly falſe, and makes great Uſe of ſome other 
Words in it. And may it not be thought that 
afterwards he could not but obſerve, that Staple- 
ton a little before his Concluſion, at a Place 
where no Body could believe he could miſs fal- 
ling upon the Nag's-Head Ordination, ſlips over 
it, and ſays no more but that our Biſhops did not 
come in at the Door, but ſtole in like Thieves? 
Le Quien muſt pardon me, if I do him the leaſt 
Wrong in this Surmiſe, havmg ſeen enough be- 
fore n his artful Management to give me fome 
Suſpicion. | TY 


GW 2 47 > 3 T8 4 


00 


TP 
- 


+ 7 1} ww 2m CD 


—_—— 


mA 41 UG3w* Aw 


hl << wn ww ks Ot 


» Op. T. 2. p. 796. 5 Fortreſs, p. 368. _. 5 
T. 8 ä 


8 2 é 8. Bur 


260 ' The NAc's-H EAD Farr 


Stapleton 8. But to, come to the Uſe that he makes of 

does mot his Author Stapleton's Words in the Paſſage above, 

Gen the Concluſion of which Le Quien gives us. For 

pretend;) this, I muſt deſire the Reader to obſerve the Scope 

deny that and Drift, and the main Ground of that Author's 

our Bi- Charge againſt our Biſhops in this Paſſage. He 

Joop: ow affirms plainly, they had no Conſecration: But 

nen = for what Reaſon? Becauſe they had no Biſhops to 

Hands at conſecrate them, all the Biſhops at Home, of the 

ll. but on- Church of Rome, being deprived, and they not 

%% applying themſelves to any Biſhops in France or 

22 1.:4 Elſewhere; as Auſtin the Monk did, by Pope Gre. 

upon them gory's Order. This, he ſays, left them without 

by true having any Hands laid over them by true Biſhops, 

Biſh1p:. as Auftin had by the Biſhops in France, and Mel. 
litus and Juſtus by Auſtin ; and in the Beginni 

of Chriſtianity Timothy and Titus had by St. Paul. 

Let me aſk now, Does he object to our Biſhops 

abſolutely the Want of any Impoſition of Hands 

at all, -or the Want of having Hands laid over 

them - & true Biſhops? Is the Queſtion that he 

puts, d _—_ Hands laid over them by any 

Perſon? or, Who laid Hands over them? Theſe 

are two very different Queſtions; and the latter, 

it is plain, is the In in Stapleton's Words p. 

Yet the Reader, if he is not aware, will find him- 

ſelf impoſed upon by F. Le Quien, as if it were 

only the firſt Queſtion ; and made to believe that 

Stapleton's Ground for declaring them to be no 

Biſhops was their not having (not Epiſcopal, but) 

any Impoſition of Hands at all. When Le Quien d 

is paſſing from his Counterblaſt to his Fortreſs of 

Faith, he tells us, that Stapleton maintains every 

where that Queen Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops were not 

ordained by the Form preſcribed in King Edward's 

Ordinal=—— but that they were inveſted in the Sets 
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to which they were nominated without Solemnity, 
without Ceremony, thinking it enough that they had 
the Queen's Letters Patents. The Ordination, he 
ſays, according to King Edward's Form, was to be 


performed by ſeveral Biſhops, and the Order to be 
conferred by Impoſition of Hands : and in the As of 


Conſecration which are produced, it appears there 
were Biſhops who with Solemnity and Ceremony laid 
their Hands upon thoſe whom they conſecrated Biſhops 
after their Manner. And yet Stapleton within four 
or five Years after theſe Ordinations, abſolutely denies 
that our Biſhops had any Impoſition of Hands, and 
r reproaches them publickly upon that Account ; 
which, he ſays, the Rational Stapleton could never 
have done if they had been ordained by King Ed- 
ward's Ordinal, with Impoſition of Hands: And 
this is enough with F. Le Quien to prove that 
Stapleton declares that they were not conſecrated 
(as our lying Regiſter relates) by that Ordinal. 
But does not the rational F. Le Quien ſee here, 


that he is impoſing upon himſelf and his Readers 


by a poor Fallacy, (2 dicto ſecundum quid ad dic- 
tum ſimpliciter, as Logicians call it) from that which 
his Author affirms in a certain particular Reſpect, 
to his affirming it abſolutely and in general with- 
out Limitation? from his ſaying that our Prelates 
had not the laying on of the Hands of true Biſhops, 
to his ſaying that they had no Impoſition of Hands 
at all? Juſt as if Stapleton, in the Paſſage above 


cited , had begun with the true Account, That 


the whole Number of their Paſtors were deprived, 


who refuſed to take the Oath of Supremacy ; and 


Le Quien ſhould pretend to take it from him, and 
give it us in this manner, That the whale Number 
of their Paſtors (abſolutely) were deprived. *Ti1s the 
very ſame ſort of Miſrepreſentation in both Places, 
their Biſhops being deprived, all but one, whio 
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took the Oath of Supremacy, and their being al/ 

and every one of them deprived; and our Biſhops 

not having Hands laid upon them by true Biſhops, 

and their not having Hands laid upon them 47 all; 

i. e. by any one, whether true Biſhop or not. 

If chey had been erdained by the Form in King 
Edward's Ordinal, but by ſuch Perſons as were 

no Biſhops at all, is it not plain that they would 

not have had the Impoſition of . Biſhop's Hands? 

but is it not ſtil] as plain that they would haye 

had Hands laid upon them, tho' not by ſuch Per- 

This prov- ſons as were true Biſhops? All that Stapleton ſaid 
— = . before, or proceeds to ſay after this, proves ef- 
dont, fectually, if it were not plain from his Words Al. 
Words in ready, that he had no other Meaning. He com- 
the Places mends Auſtin at the firſt, that he would not 
nar 1 - take the Honour of an Arch-Biſhop to himſelf with- 
Quien out laying on of Hands of other Bifhofs : (This E. 
from the Quien u makes no more of than that | Stapletgy 
Fortreſs, ſhews that Auſtin was ordained Biſhop as St. Paul 
& . and Barnabas, by Impoſition of Hands) And he 
proſecutes the Argument from * St. Paul's being 

ſent (tho' an Apoſtle before) to preach to the Gen- 

tiles by laying on of Hands of the Elders being ga- 

thered together, who by the Holy Spirit's Command 
feparated him and Barnabas for that Work, by' 

Faſting and Prayer, and laying their Hands uton 

tbem. The ſame he fays Paul * himſelf prattijed 

in Timothy and Titus, and cites two Places of 
Scripture for it, which he himſelf renders in Exg- 

kh, Noli negligere, &c. » Deſpiſe not the Grace of 

God, which was given. thee through Prophecy with 

the laying on Hands of Prieſthood ; and Ad- 

moneo te, Ec. * I warn thee to ſtir up the Grace of 

God which is in thee, by the laying on of my Hands. 

Which laſt Text he adds to ſhew that St. Paul 
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| declares that this laying on of Hands of Prieſt- 


hood was his own doing; and obſerves from rhe 
Words in both Texts that the Scripture requires 
an external Ceremony of laying on of Hands; and 
that it teaches us beſides that 4 Grace is given 


* therewith; which two things, he ſays, make up the 


Sacrament of Holy Orders. And he goes on to 
prove the ſame two things from the Fatbers, the 
neceſſary Uſe of that external Ceremony, and 
that Grace is conferred by it. But will any one 
have the Confidence to ſay, that he means here 
by that Ceremony the laying on of Hands by 
any one that is not a true Biſhop, or that any 

her laying on of Hands confers the Grace that 
is given in Holy Orders? This were to give up 
the Ground of his Argument to prove our Pre- 
lates to be no Biſhops; that to lay Hands upon, 
or ordain a Biſhop or Prieſt » is the Office of only 
Biſhops, and our Prelates having no A to 
conſecrate them, in conſequence had not Hands 
laid over them as Timothy and Titus had by St. 


Paul, when he made them Biſhops. Beſides, Sta- 


pleton, in all the Places produced by Father Le 
Quien from this Section in his Protugnaculum Fidei, 
and in one Place more, which I do not find al- 
ledged by Le Quien, conſtantly keeps to the Ex- 
preſſion he had learned from St. Paul (not Fro 
Impoſition of Hands, but) Impoſition of the Hands 
of the Prieſthood. After his Proofs from Scripture 
and the Fathers, for the neceſſary Uſe of the Ce- 
yp wr”, Impofition of Hands, and that Grace 
is conferred by it, which two make up the Sacra- 
ment of Orders, he ſays, © Now Proteſtants refuſe 
this Sacrament, deny ſuch Grace to be given, and do 
oceupy the Rooms of Biſhops without laying on of Hands 
of the Priefthood. Le Quien © cites it from the 
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Latin thus: Proteſtantes autem hac Sacramen. 
tum rejiciunt, & omnem talem gratiam negant, 
* & Epiſcopales ſedes occupant SINE OMNI I- 
„ POSITIONE MANUUM PRESBYTERI1I,” The 
Father puts the laſt Words in great Letters, to 
make a Shew as if they were an unqueſtionable 
Proof of his declaring that our Biſhops had 19 
Impoſition of Hands at all: yet the Word Presby- 
terii plainly ſhews he denies only their having 
Hands laid upon them by true Biſhops, whom in 
the Words of St. Paul to Timothy, cited by Sta- 
pleton, he, as well as the Apoſtle, muſt be under- 
ſtood to mean by the Prieſthood, or Presbytery. 
Stapleton 2 after theſe Words, to re- 
roach our Prelates, That e they being no Biſhops at 
all, call to the holy Vocation— Poticaries— Taylors, 
Sadlers, &c. and after enlarging upon this Scandal, 
which he caſts upon the whole Corps (as he expreſ- 
fes it) of the pretended Clergy that then was; his 
Words follow, Theſe pretended Biſhops being unlaw: 
fully placed themſelves, without Authority from other, 
without laying on of Hands of the Prieſthood, as 
Scripture requires, their. Doctrine hath no Authority, 
their Miniſters may return every one to their Occu- 
pations again, and live like honeft Craftſmen, where- 
as they are now unlawful Minifters. We ſee here 
the Prieſts and Deacons, ordained by our Biſhops 
to officiate in the Churches, are commanded back 
by Stapleton to their Shops again, (from whence he 
ſaid before they. leapt into the Pulpit) becauſe the 
Biſhops that ordained them had not themſelves 
rhe laying on of Hands of the Prieſthood, The 
Tranſlation of this Paſſage (as if there were no- 
thing between) Le Quien claps cloſe to the for- 
mer: f Tſtt ſuperintendentes fine aliquà legitima 
* vocatione Sedes Epiſcopales invadentes, NEC 
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Ch. V IL thoroughly examined and confuted. 


„c VLLAM IMPOSITIONEM MANUUM PRrEsBy - 
« TERII HABENTES, quam authoritatem meren- 


« tur?” Here, notwithſtanding the Father's 


Notice, by the Change of the Letters, that the 
Words are a Demonſtration to his Purpoſe, yet 


the Author, as we ſee plainly, denies not all Im- 


pofition of Hands, but only that of the Hands of 
the Prieſthood required in Scripture ; which Le 
Quien need not be told muſt be no other than the 
Hands of Biſhops. 


That this is the Author's Meaning, himſelf 


puts out of Diſpute, by the Concluſion of his 
long and preſſing Admonition to the Miniſters that 
had been made by our Biſhops, (from p. 373. to 
P. 376.) 84 Learn, that at the planting of our 
0 Chriſtian Faith Biſhops of the Realm were 
« ordained by laying on of Hands required in 


„holy Scripture, by, which Authority they made 


* other Prieſts and inferior Miniſters to ſerve in 
the Church underneath them. Your pretended 
„ Biſhops have no ſuch Ordination, no ſuch lay- 
« ing on of Hands of other Biſhops, no Au- 
c thority to make true Prieſts or Miniſters, 


e neither they any Biſhops at all.” This Ia 
Paſſage concludes that thirty firſt Section in the 
Fortreſs, relating to the Want of Conſecration in 
our Biſhops: And perhaps it is not cited by Le 
Quien, becauſe nothing can be more plain, than 
that by the laying on of Hands required in Scripture, 
Stapletoy underſtands the laying on of Hands of o- 
ther Biſhops; and for want of that declares our 
Pretended Biſhops to be No Biſhops at all. 

It this be a true and faithful Repreſentation of 
what Stapleton ſays upon this Head, can Le Quien 
with any Logick draw this Inference from it, 
that he abſolutely denies, in theſe Paſſages, that our 
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Biſhops had any Impoſition of Hands at all? Tig 
of Service to the Father to ſay this was Stapleton's 
Meaning, and no queſtion he ſays it with that 
Deſign, to perſuade his Readers, that his Author 
affirms, that they were made Biſhops without So. 
lemnity, without Ceremony, that Ceremony eſpecially 
(which muſt have been uſed if they were ordain. 
ed by King Edward's Form) of Impoſition of Hands; 
and then they mult ſee, that if Szapleton have any 
Authority with them, they muſt take it from him, 


that Parker and his Brethren had 20 Solemnity, no 


Ceremony, ſuch as is related in our Regiſter, at 
their Conſecration; but were conſecrated, not at 
Lambeth, as is the next Step to believe, bur at the 
Nag's-Head. But can Le Quien, to ſerve this 
Turn, allow himſelf to make uſe of ſuch a pal- 
pable mean piece of Sophiſtry ? Let Stapleton ſtand 
by, if you pleaſe, and Le Quien alone hold the 
Argument. Parker's Regiſter, he ſays, is falſe; 
for it ſays that he was conſecrated by King Ed. 
ward's Ordinal, but that Ordinal was not uſed at 
his Conſecration. We ſay it was uſed: But he 
argues that it was not, becauſe the Ordinal re- 
quires the Ceremony of Impoſition of Hands, 


and that Ceremony was not made uſe of in conſe- 


crating Parker. We ſay the Ceremony was made 
uſe of, and that four Perſons laid their Hands up- 
on him. Here he takes Statleton's Words, „But 
« upon the Deprivation of the Catholick Bi- 


«© ſhops, there were no true Biſhops left to lay 


« Hands upon him, nor had he Impoſition of 


„Hands from the French, or any other Biſhops 


« abroad, and therefore he had not that laying 
« on of Hands which Timothy and Titus had from 
« St. Paul, the laying on of Hands of the Prieſt- 
„ hood, that is, the laying on of Hands of true 
% Biſhops.” This is all Le Quien's Proof, from 
whence he draws this Concluſion, That there was 
no Impolition of Hands at all, nothing of that 

Ceremony 


1 
5 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Ceremony uſed, no ſuch Perſons as the Regiſter 
names, no Body at all that laid Hands upon Par-- 
ker, and conſequently he was not conſecrated ac- 
cording to King Edward's Ordinal, and the Re- 
giſter that ſays he was, is a Forgery. Here the 
Father may ſee his own Way of arguing, and if 
he has ſo good an e of it, he may be ſo 
kind as not to take the Credit of it to himſelf, 


but to give it to the Sage and Fudicious Stapleton. 


The ſame Expreſſion, of lay ing on of Hands of 
true Biſhops, is in another of Le Quien's Citations 
from his Counterblaſt io Horne, whom he tells b be 
was called to that Function only by Letters Patents of 
the Prince, without due Conſecration or Impoſition of 
Hands by any Biſhop or Biſhops living, the Impoſi- 
lion of Hands which St. Paul evidently practiſed up- 
cn Timothy, and the univerſal Church has always 
uſed as the only and proper Means to order a Biſhop 


of the. Church; and that neither he nor all his Fel- | 


lows, being all unordered Prelates, would ever be 
able to make any ſufficient or reaſonable Anſtver (an- 
feering as Chriſtian Catholick Men) whereby it may 


appear that they may go for right Biſhops of Chriſt”s 


Church, but they muſt remain as they were before, 
either meer Laymen or ſimple Prieſts. Le Quien i from 
the Latin of the Tranſlator, has (ingreat Letters, for 
our Conviction) SINE CONSECRATIONE AUT 1M- 
POSITIONE MANUUM CUJUSCUNQUE FEPISCOPI * 
But he might have ſeen that the Tranſlator leaves 
out the Word debits before Conſecratione, and that 
the Author charges Horne with the Want (not of all 
or any but) of due Conſecration and Impoſition of 
Hands; with the Want of ſuch Impoſition of 
Hands as St. Paul praftiſed, and ihe univerſal 
Church uſed, by which ſure it will not be pre- 
tended that he meant any lay ing on of Hands but 
of true Biſhops. And this 1s all the Ground which 
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he has here, to call Horne and his Fellows unordered 
Prelates: Not to obſerve, that he ties up Hory 

not to anſwer him but as a Chriſtian Catholick 
Man, which is juſt as wiſe a begging the Queſtion 
(ſuppoſing that Horne and he had differed about 
the Point of Epiſcopal Ordination) as it would 
have been in Horne to tell him he muſt not pre- 
tend to argue againſt him, except he ſpoke like 
a Chriſtian Proteſtant. 

Tis true that he ſays, in the firſt Words, that 
Horne was called to his Function only by Letters Pa- 
tents of the Prince; but this implies no more than 
what muſt be conceived to follow from his deny- 
ing that Horne had the due Conſecration and Impoſi- 
tion of Biſhops Hands ; tor if he had not Epiſcopal 
Conſecration, he was not called to his Function 
by the Spiritual or Eccleſiaſtical Authority, and 
conſequently had no other Call but from the Lay 
Power, that is, from the Queen's Letters Patents. 
Stapleton's firſt Queſtion in his Fortreſs is, k Our 
Paſtors being diſplaced of their Rooms, and none left 


baving Authority to conſecrate Biſhops or to make 


Prieſts (that being the Office of only Biſhops) by what 


Authority do the Pretended Biſhops of Proteſtants 
govern the Fold of Chriſt's Flock? He means, by 


no Authority from the Church or her Biſhops; 
but only by the Grant of the Prince. The like 
Queſtion, in Le Quien's! Citation from his Return 
of Untruths to Jewell, he puts to that Biſhop. He 
tells him firſt, «+ You and your Fellows have not 
« the Conſent of the Pope, or any Chriſtian Bi- 
« ſhop at all throughout all CHriſtendom, neither 
“ are liked or allowed of any of them, but have 
« taken upon you that Office, wiTHouT any 
« IMposITION or HAxps, without all Eccle- 


&« fiaſtical Authority, without all Order of Ca- 
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« nons and Right.“ Then adds, * I aſk not, 
« Who gave you Biſhopricks? but WHO MADE 
« you BisHoes? ” He means the ſame as his 
Brother Harding n, «© Tho? the Prince has promoted 
« you, you are Preſumers and Intruders of your 
« ſelves: Lands and Manors the Prince may 
« give you; Prieſthood and Bifhophood the 
« Prince cannot give you. The fame Stapleton 
ſays of Jewell and his Fellows; Their Biſhop- 
ricks they might have from the Prince, but the 
Epiſcopal Order they could not have, having zo 
Impoſition of Hands, nor ſo much as a Conſent and 
Allowance from any Eccleſiaſtical Authority, from 
the Pope, or any Biſhop in Chriſtendome. 


9. Now if Stapleton, from his own avowed 
Principles (ſuppoſing his Principles to be right) 
had ſufficient Grounds to juſtify his declaring that 
Horne's Conſecrators, Parker, Young, Grindall, 
and Bentham, and Parker's Conſecrators, Barlow, 
Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins, were not True 
but Pretended Biſhops ; might not he then truly 
affirm, that Parker and Horne had not Hands laid 
over them, as Auſtin had by the French Biſhops, 
and Timothy and Titus by St. Paul; that, being 
not conſecrated by true Biſhops, they came not in 
by the Door, but ſtole in like Thieves, and by the Ver- 

ict of Scripture and Primitive Practice were No 
Biſhops ; that they occupied the Rooms of Biſhops 
without laying on of the Hands of the Prieſthood ; 
that they were unlawfully placed, without Authority 
from other, without laying on of Hands of the Prieſt- 
bood as Scripture requires; that they had not ſuch 
Ordination as the Biſhops of the Realm had at the 
firſt planting of the Chriſtian Faith, but were not 
ordained by laying on of Hands required in Scripture, 
laying on of Hands of other Biſhops; ſuch Impoſition 
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of Hands as St. Paul evidently praftiſed upon Timo- 
thy, and the univerſal Church bas always uſed as 
the only and proper Means to order a Biſhop of the 
Church; and therefore were both of them 25. 
ordered Prelates ; and had no Call to their Function 
but only by the Letters Patents of their Prince? 
Might he not very truly have drawn up this whole 
Charge againſt Parker and Horne, and yet at the 
ſame time have believed, known, and confeſſed, 
that theſe two Prelates had the Hands laid upon 
each of them of the four Perſons above-named, 
who pretended to be true Biſhops, and acted as 
ſuch; but in his Opinion really were not true Bi- 
ſhops, and conſequently had no Authority to give 
the Order to any others? If his believing, and 
knowing, and confefling this, might be conſiſtent 
with every Word that he had ſaid againſt Parker's 
and Horne s having true Ordination, how can his 
uſing theſe Expreſſions be made an Argument to 
prove that he ſays they had not the laying on of 
the Hands of thoſe four Perſons, but that the 
Ceremony of Impoſition of Hands was not at all 
uſed by any Perſon at their Conſecration, and 
conſequently they were not conſecrated by King 
Edward's Ordinal, which preſcribes the Uſe of 
that Ceremony ? - Le Quien may now ſee, if he 
pleaſes, whether the Force of fo many of the Tel- 
timonies that he produces from Stapleton, as are 
here conſidered, is e/uded by what he can ſhew to 
be a frivolous Diſtinction. Let him ſhew it to be 
frivolous to diſtinguiſn between Stapleton's ſaying, 
as he really does, that our Biſhops were made 
without the Ceremony: of the laying on of the 
Hands of rue Biſhops, and his ſaying (as Le Quien 
would make us believe) that they were made 
without the Ceremony of the Impoſition of 
Hands of any Perſons at all, | 
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10. But $ tapleton may ſeem in one Place (cited Staple- 
already n for his declaring that they had not the ton's /ay- 
laying on of Hands of the Prieſthood, i. e. true ”7Z that 


Biſhops) to ſay that they had no Impoſition of the Prote- 


ftants re- 


Hands at all, but that they not only omitted, but %% the 
neglected and deſpiſed, that Ceremony. The Sacrament 
Words are ſet down already, from the Fortreſs, / — 
Now Proteſtants refuſe this Sacrament, deny ſuch |. 5 
Grace to be given, and do occupy the Rooms of Bi- means they 


ſhops without laying on of Hands of the Prieſthood. refuſed 


Here the former Part, our Biſhops refuſing the 0r4inati- 


Sacrament of Orders, Sc. may look like a Proof 
(or Explanation. of the Meaning) of the latter, 
their being made Biſhops. without the Ceremony 
of Impoſition of Hands, but taking. Poſſeſſion, as 
Le Quien o expreſſes it, of the Sees of the old Bi- 
ſhops without having the Impoſition- of Hands of the 
Presbytery, becauſe they had no Regard for it (he 


muſt mean that Ceremony) as not allowing a Place 


to their Sacrament of Orders among the Number of 
ours. I do not ſay that Stapleton himſelf argues 
in this manner, tho? it looks like it, The Ex- 


preſſion he uſes is very odd and unguarded, that 


Proteſtants refuſe this Sacrament, if. he means no- 
thing more by it but that, in allowing but twa 
Sacraments, Baptiſm and the Lord's Supper, (in 
our twenty fifth Article, and the Church Cate. 
chiſm) we exclude Orders, and four more of their 
Sacraments from the Number of ours. Refuſing 
the Sacrament of Orders, in no other reſpect than 
this, cannot imply that we refuſe Ordination, or 
that we deny that Grace is conferred in it by Impo- 
ſition of Hands, which Stapleton muſt know we 
never did, from the very Form annexed to the 
Impoſition of Hands in the Conſecration of Bi- 
tops. in King Edward's Ordinal, Take the Holy 
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Ghoſt, and remember that thou ſtir up the Grace 
of God which is in thee by Impoſition of Hands, 
ere therefore there does + to be a Want of 
the Rational Head, in a Writer that ſtates the 
Controverſy between us and them in this manner, 
But if his ſaying our Biſhops refiſed that Sacra- 
ment be interpreted to be an Argument to prove 
that he affirms that our Church did not uſe Impo- 
ſition of Hands in the Ordination of our firſt Bi- 
ſhops; it proves in like manner that, accordin 
to Stapleton's Judgment, our Church had diſuſed 
that Ceremony almoſt ever ſince that time; be- 
cauſe for as Aux time as from the Convocation, 
Ann. 1562. Orders has ſtood excluded from being 
a Sacrament, in our twenty fifth Article; and con- 
ſequently, by this Argument, we muſt for fo 
long time have laid aſide the Uſe of this Cere- 
mony. But the conſtant Practice of our Church 
in ordaining our Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, 
by the Form in King Edward's Ordinal, proves 
that the Ceremony of Impoſition of Hands re- 
quired by that Ordinal has been conſtantly uſed, 
And if this were not Proof enough, Stapleton 
himſelf will appear in our Vindication, who in 
his Relectio Principiorum fidei Doctrinalium, Con- 
trov. 2. Queſt. 4. Art. 4. ſays, P Anglo-Calviniſte & 
omnes bodièꝰ Sefte hac Ceremonid & certd Ordinatione 
utuntur: The Engliſh Calviniſts, and all the Sect. 
at that time uſed the Ceremony of Impoſition of Hands. 
Tho? he owns in the ſame Place, that all, except 
ſome moderate Lutherans that were led by Me- 
lanfthon, rejected Orders from being a Sacrament. 
He ſays again in the next Page, that the French 
Calviniſts uſed the Ceremony from the Year 1359. 
and the Engliſh Calviniſts ridiculouſly uſed it after 
they had been firſt placed in their Biſhopricks onl 
by the Queen's Authority. This may be a ſuf- 
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ficient Anſwer, if any Body would pretend to an 
gue from thoſe Words, That Proteſtants refuſe the 
Sacrament of Orders, as if Stapleton meant that they 

refuſed to have any Impoſition of Hands at all 

in the Ordinations of their Biſhops and Clergy. 

I may now conclude, that 2 appears from 
the Places cited here from Siapleton, out of the 
Fortreſs of Faith, Return of Uniruths to Jewell, 
and Counterblaſt to Horne, That that Author does 
indeed poſitively deny our firſt Biſhops having 
had the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands; and if this 

cannot be underſtood in any other Senſe, but that 
he declares, That they had no Hands laid u 
them at all, either by ſuch as $:apleton believed to 
be true Byhops, or by any other Perſons whatever, 
ſuch as were not right Biſhops Cbhriſt's Church, in 
his Judgment, (tho'ꝰ they might pretend to the E- 
piſcopal Order) but were only either meer Lay- 
men or ſimple Prieſts ; it this muſt be his Meaning, 
then it muſt be granted: that; he denies the very 
Fa# of their having any Conſecratiori. . But if 
the Words are capable of this Senſe, That ſome 
Perſons. took upon them to give Parker, and 
Jewell, and Horne, &c. Impoſition of Hands for 
the Epiſcopal Order, who were, in his Opinion, 
no Biſhops themſelves; then nothing more can be 
inferred from them, but that he denies they had 
a lauful or valid Ordination from theſe Perſonz. 


g 5 VIII „ ® {4:1 * 
11. The Author takes upon him to reject the staple- 

Ordinations of the Proteſtant Clergy in general, ton's 

and of ours in particular, for this Defect, of their Verdi is 
not having Impoſition of Epjcopal Hands, in was vo 
other Parts of! his Works, written much later 9% Hg 
than his firſt Treatiſes in Engliſb, his Promptuari- cum, can- 
um Catholicum, and Releftio Principiorum Doftri- not be un- 
nalium, a Review and Abridgment of a former © me 
Work DePrincipiis fidei Do@rindalibus. In the Promp- v :3.5 
tuarium Cathalicum, I obſerved before that he di- bi:denying 


* rects that our 


271 
Biſhops 


The Nac's-Hrapr FaBre 
rects the Preachers how they are to ſhew the Want 


bad In% of Ordination in the Proteſtant Churches, from 


fition of 
Biſhops 
Hand. 
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p. 853. 


ſome Texts in the Gofpels for the Feaſts of Sy, 
Andrew, and St. Mart, and Tueſday after Pente. 
oof. He is moſt full in the Diſcourſe from the 
Goſpel on St. Mark's Day, from whence I find a 
very large * of moſt that he ſays, in the 
4 Remarker. He draws, from Stapleton's Words 
there, no other Concluſion than that he fays, 
r That they had no Epiſcopal Tmpofition of Hands 
from any True Biſhops: And * That the Engliſh 
Pretended Biſhops had no true Ordination, becauſe 
they had no Impoſition of Hands from any Biſhop. 
Le Quien had not looked into this Part of the Au- 
thor's Works, but I muſt not diſſemble my Opt- 
nion, that if he had, he would have made ano- 
ther Uſe of the laſt Part of the Tranfcript in the 
-Remarker. © The Words there are, „: Tales alt- 
4 en, prophani Dominicæ ac Divinz unitatis in- 
<6. tmic1 fuerunt Calvinus, Lutherus, omneſque 
3 ad unum omnibus Poteſtate Regia ea- 
que fœmineã ejectis & in vincula comjectis, E- 
« piſcopis inquam qui in Ecclefia Dei Ordinatione 


„ hodie in Arglid funt Pſeudoepiſcopi, qui veris E- 


* fuccedanea preſidebant, nemint ſuccedentes ſed 


< a ſeipſis incipientes, 2 nemine maniis impoſitio- 
c nem accipiebant, Ne quidem a Germanis vel Gal- 
c lis aut alicujus Reformatz, ut vocant, Eccleſiæ 
« Paſtoribus.” The Author here may with ſome 


Colour be pretended to declare, That our Bifho 


had no Ordination or Impoſition of Hands at all, 


not only none from any Biſhops, but from any 
Perſons whatſoever; for this may appear, at the 
firſt fight, to be the Meaning of thofe Words, 


A nemine mani impoſitionem accipiebant : They had 
Impoſition of Hands from none. But there needs 


1 P. 70, 71, F. 7% F. 21. Op. T. 4. 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

nothing more to ſhew what Stapleton really meant 
by this Expreſſion, but to compare this Paſſage 
in the Promptuarium with the firſt of thoſe cited 


before © from the Fortreſs of Faith: Theſe Pre- 


« tended Biſhops, of Proteſtants, whereas the 
« whole Number of our Paſtors were diſplaced 
« of their Rooms, none being left in the Realm 
« having Authority to conſecrate Biſhops—— 
« by what Authority do they govern the Fold of 
4 Chriſt's Flock? Who laid Hands over them as 
« St. Paul expreſly did unto Timothy and Titus, 
c when he made them Biſhops? W 

that what he ſays of the Want of Ordination in 
our Biſhops, 1s in — os of what he ſays 
firſt of the Deprivation of theirs, that — 
our Biſhops had no Hands laid upon them. But 
what Hands? Such as St. Paul laid upon Timothy 
and Titus; that is, Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands, 
as the Words prove, and is ſhewed' there more at 
large, particularly from the Places: of Scripture 
quoted by the Author in the Fortreſs; from which 


very Places he argues again, in this Diſcourſe up- 


on the Goſpel, for the Neceſſity of the Impoſition 


of Biſhops Hands, to a true Miſſion of the Bi- 
ſhops and Clergy. This ſhews what Impoſition 


of Hands it is, the Want of which he objects ta 


our Biſhops in theſe Words of the Promptuarium, 


“ ,Veris Epiſcopis ad unum omnibus ejectis 
« 2 nemine mantis impoſitionem accipiebant.““ 
Where his laſt Words, That they had Impoſition of 
Hands from None ; are as plainly ſpoken in con- 
{ſequence of the former, That all the true Biſhops 
to a Man were diſplaced, as the like Words in the 
Fortreſs ;, and yet they can have no Coherence or 
Connection with them, except their Meaning 1s 
the ſame as it is there, That all the Biſhops of 
their Communion being deprived, there were no 


t Sup. p. 249. 
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true Biſhops left, from whom the Proteſtant Pre. 
lates could receive Impoſition of Hands. For 
what Connexion can there be between theſe Words, 
That all their true Bifbops were deprived, and the 
Words that follow, That or Biſhops had Impoje- 
tion of Hands from none, if he means by none (not 
true Biſhops, but) no Perſons whatfoever* Suppoſing 
theirs to have been the true Biſhops, it is a Confe. 
quence that upon their Deprivation our Prelates 
had no true Biſhops left to Iay Hands upon them; 
but it does not follow that there were no other 
Perſons whatſoever left in the Realm, none that 
might be reputed Biſhops of the Proteſtants, who 
tho in Stapleton's Judgment they were no more 
than Presbyters or Laymen, yet he might know 
that from theſe Perſons our Prelates had received 
Impoſition of Hands. 
This will be farther clear, if we compare the 
next Words of the Author in both theſe Paſſages; 
in the Fortreſs it follows immediately, Whether 
* went they to be confecrated, into France, Spain, 
<< or Germany, ſeeing that at Home there was no 
« Number of ſuch as might and would ferve 
« their Turn? No, no.“ Do we not ſee the 
fame Words. almoſt copied out again in the Promp- 
tuarium? where after the Words 2 nemine mani 
impoſitionem accipiebant; They had Impoſition of 
Hands from none ; he adds, Ne quidem a Germa- 
nis vel Gallis; Not ſo much as from the Germans 
er French. And for what Reaſon does he in both 
Places object to them their not going over to be 
conſecrated in Germany or France? Is it not be- 
cauſe, tho” they had not a Number of true Bi- 
ſhops at Home, yet, if they had pleaſed, th 
might have helped themſelves, by obtaining ſuc 
Impoſition of Hands in thoſe Countries, as they 
could not have in their own ; that is, the laying 
on of Hands of other true and regular Biſhops of 
the Roman Church? Sq that there can be no Senſe 
2 | in 


* 


Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


in theſe Words, Ne quidem a Germanis vel Gallis; 
Not from the Germans or French ; if the former 
Words, of their having Impoſition of Hands 
from none, be underſtood to mean {not from no 
true Biſhops, but) from no Perſon at all, Biſhop 


or Presbyter, or any Body elſe. For to what 5 


urpoſe does he mean they ſnould have gone to 
c ordained in France or Germany, and blame 
chem for neglecting to £0 thither? Were they to 

o to no better Purpoſe, than to find out ſome 

ayman there, or at moſt ſome Presbyter, to lay 
Hands upon them? Beſides the Ridiculouſneſs of 
making Stapleton ſay this, in a Diſcourſe where 
his whole Deſign is to diſprove the Proteſtants 
having any true Miſſion, from their Want of the 
Impoſition of Biſhops Hands, it muſt ſuppoſe that 
he means, that there were not left in the Realm 
not ſo much as any Presbyters whom they might 
deſire to lay Hands upon them; for they could 
not — be pretended to be under a Neceſſity 
to ſeek for Ordination Abroad, if they were to 
have no better there than they might more eaſi- 
ly have had at Home. If therefore it would be 
ridiculons for the Author to ſay they ſhould have 
gone thither, but for a better Ordination than, 
as their Caſe was at that time, he believed they 
could have in England ; it follows evidently, that 
his Meaning muſt be, that for want of the laying 
on of Hands (not of any Perſons whatſoever, but) 
of Engliſb Biſhops, ſhould have gone to re- 
ceive 1t from Biſhops Abroad. 

It follows immediately in the next Words after 
Ne quidem 2 Germanis vel Gallis, « Nec ab ali- 
„ cujus Reformate Eccleſiæ Paſtoribus; That 
our Biſhops had not the laying on of the Hands 
of the Reformed Paſtors Abroad. There is no- 
thing like this in the Fortreſs of Faith, where he 
only charges them with the Neglect of getting 
Epiſcopal Ordination from the Biſhops of France, 
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Spain, or Germany: But it ſeems to be a new 
Thought, to which he is led by ſomething thar 
he ſaid before in this Diſcourſe. One Argument 
to prove the Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Impoſition of 
Hands, he brings from Calvin's own Confeſſion, 
from whoſe Words in his Inſtitutions, he offers to 
prove that he expreſly acknowledges, 1. The Ne- 
ceſſity of Ordination. 2. Of Impoſition of Hands, 


3. That this Impoſition of Hands muſt be by Biſhops 
only. This laſt Particular might ſeem to be ſome- 


thing extraordinary, if Stapleton did not immedi. - 


ately explain himſelt, That Calvin looked upon his 
Paſtors to be the ſame with the Biſhops, and his 
Miniſters the ſame with the Presbyters of the Ro- 
man Church. His finding out ſuch a Sort of Bi- 
ſhops among the Calviniſis, might lead him to re- 
proach our firſt Biſhops, that they had no Impo- 
fition of Hands, either from the true Biſhops at 
Home or Abroad, or ſo much as from Calvin's 
Biſhops, the Paſtors of the foreign Reformed 
Churches. But this Addition would not make his 
Induction compleat, if it was his Meaning that 
they had not Hands laid upon them by any Per- 
ſons whatſoever; except he had ſaid further, That 
they had no Impoſition of Hands from any Pre- 
zended Biſhops of King Edward's Nomination, or 
from any Presbyters of the Romiſb Communion, 
or their own, or from any meer Laymen, who 
might (as he ſays of Calvin, Beza, and others) 
pretend to an 7zmmediate extraordinary Vocation, 
to act with ſo great Power in the Church. 

So I may conclude that the Author does not 
(in theſe Words, They received Impoſition of Hands 
from none) mean that they had not any Impoſition 
of Hands whatſoever, but only that they had not 
the laying on of Biſhops Hands. And his own 
Words ſhew that he had no other Meaning in a 
like Expreſſion before in the ſame Diſcourſe, 
when he lays chat the Fit Maſters (as oy 

em) 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


them) of the Calvinits and Lutherans, à nemine 


mittebantur,. that 1 is, as it may be interpreted, had 


xo Miſſion from any Perſon whatſoever: But his 
expreſs Words juſt 1 That none can lawfully 
be ſent but b the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands; — 
— the Hereticks want ſuch a Miſſion, becauſs 
they. are ſent by no Biſhops, ſhew clearly,' that 
their being ſent by xo Biſhops, is all that he means 
by their being ſent by none. 

I need not ſtay to give the Senſe of the aches 


Words which he has in this Place, Nemini ſucce- 


dentes, ſed a ſeipſis incipientes. He takes this Ex- 
preſſion, it is plain, from the ſame Words in St. 
Cyprian, of Novatian, for his breaking in upon the 
Succeſſion of Biſhops in the Church, by intruding 
himſelf into the See of Rome, already filled by a 
awful Biſhop, Cornelius. It could not be St. Cy- 


prian's Meaning to deny his havin Y Impoſition of 
d 


Hands, which he certainly had from three true 


(tho' ſchiſmatical) Biſhops; but to deny that he 


could be the Succeſſor to Fabian, or to any in 
the Line before him, becauſe the Succeſſion was 
already filled by another. And in this Caſe Sta- 


pleton draws a Parallel between Novatian and our 
Biſhops, thoſe of them who during the Lives of 
the ejected Popiſh Prelates were inveſted in their 


Sees. St. Cyprian has this Expreſſion likewiſe, in 
regard to ſuch as Novatian ; Nemine Epiſcopatum 
dante, Epiſcopi ſibi nomen aſſumpſerunt; whereby 
he does not mean neither, that none laid Hands 
upon him or them, to give them the Epiſcopal 
Order, or to inveſt them in the Sees of Biſhops, 
but that it was attempted by ſuch as could haue 
no Authority to do it. 

It may make the Reader ſome Amends for the 


Length of what is ſaid here in order to clear the 
Senſe of the Author, to divert him with the Ac- 


count he gives of the Epiſcopal Succeſſion at Geneva 


and in Germany, upon the Reformation, The " | 
T 
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_ of Geneva (he ſays) being ejeed, firſt Farell, after 
bim Calvin, then Beza, filled the Chair. So Lu. 
ther, in Oppoſition to the Biſhop of Lipſick, ſet up 
a new Chair for himſelf at Wittemberg, wherein 
de was ſucceeded by Melancthon, and he by George 
Major. So he is pleaſed (in this odd Piece of Hif, 
tory) to make them Biſhops and place them in E- 
piſcopal Chairs, to make his Parallel more exact be. 
tween them and Novatian and the Donatiſt Biſhops, 


12. I may leave it to the Reader to ſatisfy him. 
ſelf, that Stapleton has the ſame Meaning in his 
other Diſcourſes, from the Goſpels on the Feaſt of 
St. Andrew, Whhitſun-Tueſday, and the ſeventh 
Sunday (as they reckon it) 2 Pentecoſt; in all 
which it will be found that his Objection againſt 
the Miſſion and Ordination of the Proteſtants is, 

that they were not ſent by thoſe who have a Com- 

miſſion from our bleſſed Saviour and his Apoſtles, 

to Y make others Fiſhers of Men, by ſending them 

forth to preach; to bring them in » by the Door in- 

to the Sheepfold;, or (as in the Goſpel Ge St. Mark's 

Day) to ſend them forth 10 be Labourers in Chriſt's 

Harveſt ; which Commiſſion he is poſitive that 

none have but the true Biſhops. The other Part 

of his Works where he delivers his Senſe (to the 

{ame Purpoſe as in the Promptuarium Catholicum) 

The Au- is his Relectio Principiorum Dottrinalium, which 
thor's wie have the more Reaſon to conſider, becauſe Le 

Word! 2yien* brings from thence his laſt Citation out 
Reieftio Of Stapleton, and inſiſts upon it that 20 Body can 
Principio- doubt, after ſo plain and expreſs Words, as he pro- 
rum Doc- duces there from his Author, But the Author abſo- 
_ = lutely denies that Parker and Queen Elizabeth's firſt 
quire % Biſhops ever received any Impoſition of Hands at all 
e to make them Biſhops, ſo much as according to King 

ut of his | 


Denial Evangelium in Feſto S. Andreæ. „Evang. in Feria 
that they zu Pentec. * T. 1, p. 280, 281. a 


Edward 
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Ch.VII. thoroughly examined and confuted, 


the Author delivers his Mind in a Method more 


ſcholaftical, by laying down and offering Proof of“ I. 


ſeveral Conclufions : Firſt, That Impoſition of 


% Hands is neceſſary in the Ordinations of our 
„ Biſhops and 5 Secondly, That 


« this Impoſition of Hands is to be by Biſhops 
« only, and is invalid if by any other Perſons, 

60 4 or Laicks=— Thirdly, That thoſe 
« who have not this Impoſition of Hands have 

& no Authority to adminiſter the Sacraments, or 
c to Preach, or to exerciſe the Diſcipline of the 
« Church, or to make Laws, or preſcribe Cere- 
«© monies for the Church to obſerve Fourth- 
« ly, (which is only to apply the former Conclu- 
ſions to the Caſe of thoſe whom he calls Hereticks) 
« That the Latherans, Calviniſts,, and all other 
c SeFs, have no true Miniſtry at all; but that all 
« their Clergy are Thieves and Robbers, according 
ec to the Words of our Bleſſed Saviour, Fobn x. 
His Proof follows immediately in the next Words, 
« Patet, quia per impoſitionem manuum Epiſco- 
% porum non ſunt ordinati.“ This is clear, becauſe 
they were not ordained by the laying on of Biſhops 
Hands. Here we ſee, as far as he goes in Point 
of Doctrine, the Ground of his Charge againſt 
the Proteſtants, that they have no true Orders, 
is their Want of Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands. 
But he proceeds farther in the Way of Hiſtory, 
in the Words following: Sed partim fine ulla 
C ordinatione ſe intruſerunt, ut Calvinus ipſe, 
« Beza, Melanctbon, & multi ali: partim a So- 


* lis Presbyteris ordinati ſunt, ut a Lutbero qui - 


e dam in Germanid, Ann. 1541. partim denique, 
* cum A nemine ipſi ordinarentur, alios tamen 
poſtea per manuum impoſitionem ordinarunt z 


? Op. T. 1. P- 642, 643+ | 
« ut 


Edward the Sixth's Oxdinal. The Citation is from were or- 
the Second Controverſy, Queſt. 4. Art. 4. 1 where dained by 
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ce ut nunc paſſim Calviniſtæ faciunt, juxta Decre- 
« tum quoddam in Conventiculo ipſorum, in 
« Tutetie Suburbiis habito, Ann. 1559. conſti. 
« tutum. Ang/o-Calvinifte, quum in principio 
& Sola Regià authoritate -Cathedras Epiſcopales 
« occuparent, nunc per manuum impoſitionem 
« Miniſtros ſuos ridicule ordinant, allatrantibus 
< Puritauis, & totam illam ceremoniam deriden- 
<« tibus, atque Seniorum Conſiſtoria, per quos 
c ordinationes fiant, magno clamore flagitantibus.” 
Here he firft ſets down three Ways whereby the 
Lutberans and Calviniſts came into the Miniſtry,” 
without the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands : Firſt, 
That ſome of them, as Calvin, Beza, and many 
ethers, took the Office upon them without any 


Ordination at all. Secondly, Others, as ſome 


who were ordained by Luther, had their Ordina- 
tion from Presbyters only. Laſtly, Others, tho 
they themſelves had been ordained by none, yet 
(as the French Calviniſts did after the Year 1559.) 
ordained others by the Impoſition of their Hands. 
Then he paſſes to the Engliſb Calviniſts, who (he 
ſays) after they at firſt took Poſſeſſion of the E- 
piſcopal Sees by vertue only of the Royal Autho- 
rity, now ridiculouſly ordain their Clergy by lay- 
ing on of Hands, wherein they are valor and 
derided by the Puritans, pretending that the Or- 
dinations ought to be by their Conſiſtories of 
Paſtors and Elders. | 
This 1s his Account of the Manner how the 
firſt Reformers of the Lutherans. and Calviniſts, 
and the firſt Biſhops of the Church of England, 
came into the Miniſtry : Wherein it is eaſy to ob- 
ſerve that he is not ſo clear and intelligible, or ex- 
act, as he was before in the doctrinal Part. Be- 
tween the Perſons whom he firſt names, Calvin, 
Beza, and others, and the Reformers in France, 
whom he ſpeaks of in the third place, he pretends 
to make ſome Piſtinftion, but without a Diffe- 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 2f 
rence. They all took upon them the Miniſterial - 


Offices, 0ithout any Ordination at all, either from Bi- 
ſhops or Presbyters, and without any Impoſition of 
Hands whatſoever z but looked upon it that they had 
an extraordinary and immediate Call; and in conſe- 
quence of that, thought they were inveſted with a 
Power of ordaining other Miniſters by the laying on 
of their Hands. The Lutherans, he owns, were or- 
dained by one that was himſelf a Presbyter ; and 
he might have added that that Presbyter, Lutber, 
had (as he owns : likewiſe of 2 Bucer, Zwinglius, 
and Oecolampadius) received the Order of Prieſt- 
hood from Biſhops of the Roman Church; what- 
ever they might afterwards act inlaying their Hands 
upon others (as Luther did upon Amſdorf, &c.) 
upon a Perſuaſion, either that the Epiſcopal Or- 
der and that of Prieſthood were one and the ſame, 
or that they had a Warrant to take upon them a 
higher Authority than they had by their ordinary 
Call to the Office of Presbyters, | 
But we are to fee whether in what relates to 
our firſt Biſhops (the Eugliſb Calviniſts, as he calls 
them) he makes their Caſe the ſame with that of 
Calvin, and Beza, and the firſt Reformers in 
France, That the Eugliſb Biſhops, as well as they, 
had no Ordination, no Impoſition of Hands whatſo= 
ever. Le Quien challenges any Body to make the 
leaſt Doubt of it, after he has read the Author's 
Words cited by him, Anglo-Calviniſtæ, &c. But 
the Father might have ſeen, if he had pleaſed, 
that it 1s far from being ſo clear and indiſputable, 
that the Author had this Meaning. His - firſt 
Words are, „Cum in principio Sola Regid au- 
Y thoritate Cathedras Epiſcopales occuparent, 
They were at firſt inveſted in their Epiſcopal Sees on- 
ty by the Queen's Authority, If we will give the 
Author leave to be his own Interpreter, there 
needs no more but to read his Words to Horne, 


* Prompt. Cathol. Evang. in Feſto 8. Andrez. _ 
; cited 
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cited and ſufficiently explained above, where he 
tells him that he was called to his Function 
« only by Letters Patents of the Prince, without 
« dus Conſecration or Impoſition of Hands 
« any Biſhop or Biſhops living, the Impoſition of 
« Hands which St. Paul evidently practiſed, and 
<« the univerſal Church always uſed as the only 
« and proper Means to ordain a Biſhop of the 
« Church. ls not Hornc's being called to his 
Function only by the Letters Patents of the Prince, 
the ſame with his being inveſted in the Epiſco 
See by the Royal Authority only? And upon what 
Ground is that affirmed, but upon his not havi 
had due Conſecration and Impoſition of Hands 
by any Biſbop or Biſhops living, Ec. ? So, in this 
Place, Stapleton had firſt declared of the Prote- 
ſtant Miniſters in general, and of our Biſhops in 
particular, that they had no true Orders, becauſe 
they had not Epi/copal Impoſition of Hands; 

after this ſays farther, That our Biſhops took 
and held their — only by the Royal Au- 


 #hority: Is this any thing more than what follows 


from their not having had Epiſcopal Ordination? 
If they were not (as the Author ſays) ordained by 


Biſhops; they could not be inveſted in their Sees 


by the Church's Authority, that being ſeated in 
none but the Biſhops; and if they were not called 
to their Functions and inveſted in their Sees by the 
Church's Authority, they either muſt be made 
Biſhops by no Authority at all, or only by the 
Lay Power ; that is, by the Letters Patents of the 
Queen, her nominating them at firſt ro the Chap- 
ters, by whom they were elected, then iſſuing out her 
Mandates for their Confirmation and Conſecration, 
and granting them the Temporalties of their Bi- 

ſhopricks, upon their being confirmed and con- 
ſecrated by ſuch Perſons as ſhe had appointed. 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Beſides, it will preſently appear (when we-come 
to the b Counterblaſt) that Stapleton charges our Bi- 
ſnops with their — illegally ordained, becauſe 

e 


they were conſecrated by King Edward's Form 
beide it was authorized by Parliament; conſę- 
quently, his Meaning in this Place may be, That 
« having at firſt no legal Conſecration, they held 
« their Sees not by Law, but only by the Queen's 
«© Authority, as the learned e F. Le Courayer in- 
terprets the Words. But {till the Author cannot 
be interpreted to mean, that they had no Impoſi- 
tion of Hands at all, becauſe he confeſſes, that 


they were conſecrated by King Edward's Form, 
which they could not be, without that Ceremony 


* 


being uſed in their Conſecration. 


9. Stapletor's next Words are, «© Nunc per ma- 
« nuum impoſitionem Miniſtros ſuos ridicule or- 
« dinant; *”* At this time they ridiculouſly ordain their 


Miniſters by Impoſition of Hands. Theſe, together 
Words foregoing, Le Quien and the Re- 


with the 
marker are willing to underſtand in this Senſe, 


«© That whereas our Biſhops in the Beginning had 


* themſelves no Impoſition of Hands at all, yet 
« afterwards they were ſo abſurd as to make uſe 
te of that Ceremony in ordaining others, which had 


«© not been uſed in their own Ordination.“ But 
can they pretend that the Words require to be thus 


underſtood? Or is it not plain that they may be 
otherwiſe interpreted, conſiſtently with the Truth 
of the Fact, and with Szapleton's Confeſſion of their 
being ordained by King Edward's Form? 

Firſt, the Words will eaſily admit of the Senſe 
which Le Quien's Learned Adverſary*ſuppoſes them 
to have, That whereas they were ordained at firſt 
by King Edward's Form, before it was autho- 
« rized by Parliament, and conſequently were no 
+ Biſhops by Law, but only by the Queen's Grant; 


« yet after that Form was confirmed by the Par- 


| ? Infr.,p. 301. B. 3. c. 4 p. 365, 366. © Ibid. 
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« liament 8 Eliz. they were ſo vain as to think they 
« had full Authority to execute the Epiſcopal 
« Function in ordaining others, as if it were not 
« ridiculous to imagine, that a Parliament had any 
Power to give them that Authority.“ 


Secondly, it is very eaſy and natural to under- 
ſtand the Words in this Senſe, „That whereas 


„they were made Biſhops at firſt not by the 


« Church's, but only by the Queen's Authority, 


having not the Hands of any Biſhops laid upon 


them to give them the Epiſcopal Order; yet 
they were ſo fooliſh and preſumptuous as to think 
they could. validly confer holy Orders upon o- 
«« thers by the laying on of their Hands, tho! they 
«© had never received any valid Ordination them- 
<« ſelves.” TI may leave it to Le Quien or the Re- 
marker to ſhew, that the Author's Words are. not 
capable of being interpreted either in this or the 
former Senſe ; in both which they. are inconſiſtent 
with the Pretence of Stapleton's denying that our 
Biſhops had any Impoſition of Hands at all, but 


can only mean, that the Impoſition of Hands which 


they had was not valid, or not legal. 

But they are poſitive that the thing wherein Si- 
pleton ſays they made themſelves 71diculous©,was their 
uſing that Ceremony in the Ordinations of the reſt 
of the Clergy, which had not been uſed in their own. 
Suppoſe then that they themſelves had no hands at 
all laid upon them, what muſt make it ſo ridiculous 
for them afterwards to lay their hands upon o- 
thers? Muſt it not be, becauſe they could have no 
Authority to ordain others, and their attempting 
to ordain them by the Impoſition of their Hands 
muſt, for want of that Authority, be vain and 
preſumptuous, invalid, and of no effect? And 
would not the Caſe be much the ſame, tho' they 
had Hands laid upon them, if it were by Laymen 
only, or by Deacons, or Bresbyters, or any Per- 
ſons but true Biſbops? The Author himſelf de- 
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poſition of. Hands is to be by Biſhops only, and it 
2 if by any others, Presbyters or Laicks. H 
therefore he looked upon our Prelates as not hav- 


ing the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands, muſt he 


not in conſequence think that any Act of theirs, 
in laying Hands afterwards upon the Clergy for 
Ordination, was vain and preſumptuous, invalid 
and ineffectual? and might he not then juſtly de- 
clare-it to be fooliſn and ridiculous? We may hear 
him elſewhere expreſs himſelf very plainly in like 
manner. In his Diſcourſe upon the Goſpel for 
the Feaſt of St. Marke, he argues againſt the 
Miſſion of Proteſtants from the Confeſfion of Cal- 
vin himſelf, That it requires the Impoſition of 
Biſhops Hands; therefore themſelves, he ſays, 
have no Miſſion becauſe they are ſent by no Biſhops. 
He objects to himſelf that at that time the Calvi- 
niſts and Lutherans did moſt of them ſend their 
Miniſters by Impoſition of Hands; but anſwers 
that. their Firſt Maſters had no Miſſion, that is, 
by the Hands of Biſhops, conſequently their pre- 
lent imaginary Miſſion was (merum nugamentum) 
mere irifling; that is, in another Word, ridiculous. 
I need not add, that the Remarker does, as uſual, 
confute himſelf in this Particular. Preſently af- 
ter he has cited the Words, Suos Miniſtros ridicule 
ordinant, he ſays, It is juſtly termed ridiculous, 
<« becauſe having no Ordination themſelves th 
e could give none to others. If after themſelves. 
he had ſaid, by the laying on of Biſhops Hands, he 
had then hit upon the Author's true Meaning, 


and might have ſaved himſelf the Trouble of 
that which follows, That it would be very 


ab- 
e ſurd in Stapleton to make ſuch an Objection, if 
“it was publickly known that the firſt of thoſe 


3 Op. T. P. 352 75. 7. 
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clares this here in his ſecond Concluſion; Yat Im = 


lags at this whole Ceremo — — 
e Way 
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c Prelates had been made with the ſame Ceremo. 
< nies as they themſelves uſed afterwards i in ma. 


.« king others. 


The laſt thing in this Paſſage is, That bs 
E gliſb Puritans (the Presbyterian _— he means) 
amour, ed or 
the — to be made in of their re. 
ifories. Le Quien would have it, * our Pre. 
lates expoſed themſelves to be thus inſulted by the 
Puritans, by their laying Hands upon © othets 
when they had received no Impoſition of Hand; 
themſelves. But he might have conſidered that 
his Author underſtood the State of the Caſe be. 
tween that Party and our Biſhops much better; 
viz. That the Puritans, tho? they knew our Biſhop 
had Impoſition of Hands from true Biſhops, et 
firſt they were diſpoſed, in Principle, to nar] 
and bark at them (as Stapleton expreſſes it) for tak. 
ing too much upon them, in pretending to be of 
an higher Order than the Presbyters, and reſerr. 
ing to themſelves the ſole Power and Authority of 
Ordination. Secondl made a Mockery af 
the Ceremony of Epil.opal l poſition of Hand 
becauſe they were to well conceited of their own 
Uſe of it by the Paſtors and Elders in their Con- 
ſiſtories, that they looked upon that only to be 
the true Apoſtolical laying on of Hands of the 
Presbytery. Laſtly, That, in their Opinion, this 
Ceremony ought to be performed only in the Pa- 
Tiſh Church where the.Minifter was to ſerve, and 
not in the Private Chapels of the Biſhops ; in 4 
Congregation, and not in a Corner, as Le Quiet 
and his Follower have been now ſufficiently! 
taught to underſtand the Author of the Admoni- 
tion, whoſe Words they were forward to interpret 
as a plain Proof of the Ordination of our firſt 
Biſhops in that which the Remarker calls the Nag i 
Head-Corner. 


t F. Le Courayer's Def. of his Diſſert. Vol. 1. p. 189, 190- 
13. From 


{ (no more than) that 


Ch. VII.  thortughly exdmined and conifuted. ug 


13. From this View of ſo many Places in S4. 
pleton's firſt and latter Parts of his Works, it ap- 
rs how little Warrant Le Quien can pretend to 

ve for aſſuring us, » That the Author com 
« ſtantly every where maintains that Horne, and 
Queen Elizabeth's firit Biſhops had not receiv- 
« ed ſo much as the Ordination preſcribed by 
« King Edward's Ordinal, hut were inveſted in 
« their Sees without Solemnity, without Cere- 
« mony, without Impoſition of Hands, by ver- 
« tue only of the n's Letters Patents. if 
it be the ſame thing to have no-Impoſitioft of 
Hands by any Perſon whatſoever, as not to have 
the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands, ir muſt be 
granted that the Father gives us the true Senſe of 
his Author, and makes him a Witneſs againſt the 
Fact of their Ordinations, and the Truth of the 
Relation of them in the LamtberbRegiſter, But if 
otherwiſe, it muſt be ſaid he is either very muck 
miſtaken, or has a Deſign to put a Fallacy upon 
his Readets. He is fair in laying down the State 
of the Controverſy ; i That it was the capi- 
&« tal Point of Diſpute on the Side of their Doe. 


« tors (Stapleton, 9c.) not whether the Ordina< -- 1 - 7 
had received were valid 


« tions that our Biſhops | 
« or invalid, but to diſpute their having been ors 
« dained in any Manner whatſoever.” But when 
he comes to prove this, from Stapleton's — | 
_ ordained, or ha 
Hands laid upon them, by true Biſhops; it 8 
mph pray ny pg dogs rr. more 
but that they had not Impoſition of Hands from 
Perſons that had Power to give them a valid Or- 


dination, and not that they had no Hands laid 


upon them by any Perſons whatſoever. 
„T. 1. p:269- J. 1. p.266. 5 
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In an Author ſo Rational and Judicious, as he 
is repreſented to be, we might expect to find a 
Reaſon for his affirming that our Prelates had no 
Biſhops to lay Hands upon them, but there is 
None 1n all that we meet with in the Places above. 
cited; except what he ſays in the Fortreſs, and re- 
peats again in the Promptuarium, that their Bi- 
ſhops, the whole Number of them, all the true Bi- 
 Fhops to a Man being diſplaced, and our Prelates 
not applying themſelves to the Biſhops in Ger- 
many, France, and elſewhere, for Confecration, it 
follows that our Prelates muſt be looked upon as 
having no true Biſhops to give them the Order, 
And if this be his Reaſon, it muſt be upon a Per- 
ſuaſion that no Biſhops but ſuch as were in the 
Communion of the Church of Rome were true Bi. 
ſhops; or at leaſt that none but ſuch could have 
Authority to execute their Epiſcopal Function in 
conſecrating other Biſnops. But if this be his 
Senſe, he cannot be interpreted to deny that they 
had in fact any Impoſition of Hands at all, but 
only that they had not any valid or lawful Im- 
position of Handaa = 


De Re- 14. There may perhaps be Reaſon to think, 
marker: that both Le Quien and I are under a Miſtake, in 
Jenorauce what we ſuppoſe to be the Queſtion relating to 
— g if the Fa of the Ordination of our Biſhops: And 
the Point that it is not only, as we conceive, + Whether 
in Dijpute ** they had any Impoſition of Hands from an 
abjut the « Perſons whatſoever, or particularly from thoſe 
- * « Perſons who are related to be their Conſecrators 
onsand the *© in the Lambeth Regiſter? * But the Queſtion 
Truth of of Fact is likewiſe, «+ Whether they had Impoſi- 
ble Regi/- c tion of Hands in fact from true Biſhops ? " 
ter. If this be granted to be the Queſtion, then we 
have Proof enough from Stapleton, that he denies 
their having Hands laid upon them by true Bi- 
ſhops, and conſequently denies that they had Im- 
| | poſition 


' Presbyters of Laicks. 
there may be Impoſition of Hands in fact by Preſ- 
byters or Laicks, and is content to ſay that it is - 


Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

poſition of Hands in Fact. But what Ground have 
we to take this to be the Queſtion of Fact? No 
leſs than the Authority of the Remarker, who, if 
I underſtand him, plainly makes this to be the 
State of the Queſtion; with how great Judgment 
and Acuteneſs, muſt be left to the Reader to de- 
termine. He is as poſitive as Le Quien, in k de- 
claring the Account in the Lambeth Regiſter to be 
falſe, and the Regiſter to be incredible, as he ex- 
preſſes it; and attempts to make Proof of what he 


ſays from the Objections of the Catholick Convertiſts, 
and of Stapleton in particular, of whom he tells 


us, 1 That he expreſly denies our Prelates to be Bi- 


ſhops upon this Account beſides others, That they had 
no Impoſition of Hands. Not only no valid one, but 
none at all, Here, if there had been a full Period, 
we might underſtand. him to follow Le Quien in 
his Way of ſtating the Point in diſpute : But, in 
the very next Words, we ſee he falls off preſently, 
and after zone at all, adds, from any Biſhops. Till 
I had read this, I was of Opinion, that no Impo- 
ſition of Biſhops Hands, was the fame (in regard to 


the Perſons impoſing Hands) as zo valid one. And 
I thought I had Stapleton to warrant me, in his 
Second Concluſion, = That Impoſition of Hands is ta 


be by Biſhops only, and is invalid if by any others 
N Where he ſappoſes that 


izvalid and null ; but does not fay that it is both 


Impoſition of Hands (as he ſuppoſes it to be) in 


fact, and no Impoſition of Hands at all, that is, 
none in fact. But we muſt ſubmit to better In- 
ſtruction, if the Remarker be in the right: And 
he himſelf appears to think ſo, that the Want of 
Biſhops Hands makes it not only uo valid Impoſi- 
tion of Hands, but zone at all. Upon this Sub- 
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tilty he proceeds, and interprets it to be-a Denial 


of the m Fa# of the Ordination of our Biſho 


that the Author, in the Promptuarium, affirms their 
Ordination as null upon this Account, That th 
had no Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands from any true 


Biſhops 3 and makes no more of it, after he haz 


delivered at large the Place in the Diſcourſe from 
the Goſpel on St. Mark's Day (in one Patt where. 
of Stapleton ſays of our Biſhops, A nemine mani. 
impoſitionem accipiebant, They had Impoſition of 
Hands from none) but that the Reſult of the Diſ- 
courſe is, * That be affirms our Pretended Biſhops 
Had no true Ordination, upon this Account, becauſe 
they had uo Impoſition of Hands from any Biſhop, 
And the like Uſe he makes of his Words to Horne, 
cited before o, that he ſays, P They had ub Ordina> 
tion at all; none but from the Queen's Patents; 
none from any Biſhop. That the Author, in theſe 
and a great many other Places, charges our Pre- 
lates only with the Want of Epiſcopal Impoſition 
of Hands, I agree with him; but that in this 
Charge he denies the Fact of their Ordinatiom, 
he muſt give me leave not to allow, tho” he may 
think himſelf clear in the Point. Accordingly, 
he makes his ſaying (in the Diſcourſe in the Pronp- 
zuarium) That they had no Impoſition of Hands from 
any Bile 4 inconſiſtent with Stapleton's having any 
Knowtedge of the Lambeth Account; that is, the 
Report of the Fact of their Ordination in the 
Lambeth Regiſter. And ſays farther, * that it wou 
be impertinent and ſilly for him to affirm, that they 
were not ordained by any Biſhop, if his Adverſaries 
could fuſtly reply, as, he fays, they . might / the 
Lambeth Account were true, that they were ordained 
by Biſhops. So that the Diſpute about the Truth 


of the Lambeth Regiſter, and the Fact of the Or- 
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Ch. VII. thoroughly examined and confuted, 
dinations, is the ſame, in his Judgment, as Whes 


ther they were ordained by true Biſhops. - 
| I need not argue with the Author of the Re- 
marks, from his pretending to follow and ſ explain 


F. L. Quien, which he does, I muſt ſay, in the 


fame-manner as Par/ons's Prefacer, and Fitz. Simon 


follow and explain Sacroboſco, that is, gives him 
up and ſets him aſide; for fo it is, for him ta 
make no more of Stapleton's Words, than that 
he denies our Biſhops having Impoſition of Bi- 


foops Hands, after he had ſeen that Le Quien in- 


terprets his Words, in ſo many Places, to mean 
nothing leſs than a Denial of their having any 
Impoſition of Hands whatſoever ; any Uſe of that 
Ceremony- at all in their Ordination. . It may be 
ſaid that the Father has no Reaſon to be diſpleafed 
with his Second; becauſe he himſelf, tho? he takes 
upon him to. prove that the Author denies any 


Impoſition of Hands az all, yet all the Proof he 
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brings of it, from ſo many Places, comes to no 


* 


more than that he denies Epiſcoul Impoſition of 


Hands: And this might give the Remarker the 
unhappy Turn of thinking, that no Impoſition 
of Biſhops Hands, and no Impoſition of Hands at 
all, are the ſame thing. 10 
But it may be of more Importance to try, if I 
can clear up to the Remarker's Apprehenſion, the 
true State of the Diſpute about the Fact of the 
Ordinations; which 1 muſt, till I am better in- 


formed, take to be, Whether our firſt Biſhops 
Were in fact ordained by thoſe Perſons, and by 


« that Form and Order, as the Account in the 


_ « Lambeth Regiſter relates they were: And the 


Queſtion about the Validity and Lawfulneſswof 
the Ordinations to be, Whether the Perſons 
from whom they received Impoſition of Hands 
+ for Ordination, were ſuch as had Authority to 


iP. 72. ; 
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te give them a valid and lawful Call to the Order 
« and the Form ſufficient in itſelf, and autho- 
« ized by the Laws of Church and State, to 
< make them true and lawful Biſhops?” To 
ſhew that, in regard to the Perſons, this is the 
true State of the Queſt ion, I need only aſk the Re- 
marker, What is it that makes an Ordination va- 
lid and lawful in that regard? Is it not its being 
performed by the Proper Miniſters, and a compe- 
tent Number of them, by ſuch Perſons as have 
Authority to ordain Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons; 
that is, by true Biſhops? And, What makes an 
Ordination invalid and unlawful, but its bein 

performed by others who are not the Proper Mini- 
fters; that is, by Laymen, Deacons, or Presby- 
ters, who have no Authority to ordain for want 
of the Epiſcopal Order ? If then there may be in 
fact ſuch a Sort of Ordination, where the Perſons 
of the Ordainers are no more than Laicks, Dea- 
cons, or Presbyters, and this Ordination is not 
valid, for want of their being true Biſhops ; what 
muſt we think of. the Diſcovery in this Writer, 
that to have no Ordination or Impoſition of 
Hands by Biſhops, is to have not only no valid 
Ordination or Impoſition of Hands, but no Ordi- 
nation or Impoſition of Hands in fact, none at all? 
By what appears of this Author's writing with ſo 
2 Aſſurance, and treating thoſe who differ 
rom him, the Librarian, and the * unfortunate 
Arch-Biſhop Bramball, with Contempt, we muſt 
believe that he looks upon himſelf as very ſuffi- 
cient and equal to the Work he takes in hand, 
viz. to prove the Lambeth Regiſter to be incredible; 
but when we come to take a near View of his Per- 
formance, we find he is ſo little qualified and prepa- 
red for the Diſpute, as not to underſtand ſo much 
as the true State of the Queſtion. Otherwiſe he 


. P. 93, 94, 161, 166, 205. 


would 
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would not confound the Point of Right or Vali- 
dity with the Point of Fact, and og to prove 
that Harding and Stapleton deny that our Biſhops 
had any Conſecrators at all, or thoſe Conſecrators 
who are named in the Lambeth Regiſter, from 
their Denial that they had any true Biſhops for 
their Conſecrators. If this be a good Proof of 
his Point, he is very happy in a compleat Victory, 
becauſe he can have no Adverſaries on our Side; 


not any I mean that have read and conſidered thoſe 


two Writers, nothing being more evident than 
that they both deny our firſt Biſhops to have been 
conſecrated by true Biſhops. It muſt be owned, 
that the Remarker attempts to diſprove the Truth 
of the Regiſter from Barlow and Hodgskins's not 
being Parter*s: Conſecrators, which if he could 
ſnew from Harding or Stapleton, it muſt be grant= 
ed that they deny the Truth of the Regiſter ; but 
the Way wherein he attempts to ſhew it is very 
particular and ſurprizing, That from their Teſti- 
monies it appears they muſt have known either 
that Barlow and Hodgskins were no true Biſhops; 


or that they were not Parker's Conſecrators ; his 


Words are, that either they were never truly conſe- 
crated, or that they did not perform the Conſecration 


F Parker. Here we ſee no poſitive Proof of 
either, that th were not true Biſhops, or that 


they were not Parker's Conſecrators ; but an ex- 
traordinary Way of concluding, only in the diſ- 
junctive, that they were either the one or the other. 
And we might be at a Loſs for the Author's 
Meaning, if we had not ſome Light from his 
State of the Queſtion, which ſhews his Argument 


to be a formidable Dilemma, whereby, take which 


Side we pleaſe, he looks upon it that we muſt grant 
the Lambeth Regiſter to be falſe; falſe, if Barlow 
and Hadgstins were not two of Parker's Conſecra- 


F. 58, 59, 61, 71 
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tors; and falſe likewiſe as he ſtates the Point, on 
che other Side, if they were not true Biſhops 
Unhappy for the Biſhops and Clergy of * 
Church of England, that — were not 4 rather 
only to Le Quien's Mercy ; but muſt beſides be 
attacked here at Home, by ſo /mart a Diſpu- 
tant 
It might be pretended that the Regiſter gives 
Barlnw — the reſt of Parker's Conſecrators the 
Title of Biſhops; conſequently, if they were not 
true Biſhops the Regiſter is falſe in giving them 
the Tizle, This Pretence ] ſhall not ſtay to conſi- 
der now; but give an Anſwer to it, when I come 
to an Argument of F. Le Quien's againſt the Re. 
giſter, from Harding's ſaying that Jewell had not 
three Biſhops at his Conſecration; where it will 
appear that the Father plainly forgets his own 
State of the Point in diſpute; and may have 
given ow Follower another Occaſion of returnin 
into, o liſting in, the ſame fundamental Mil | 
take, and taking upon him to diſprove the Truth 
and Credibility . our Regiſter, without under- 
ſtanding in What Farticular he was to diſ- 
8 It os by 


Ne tine 1601 have 1 more to ads in this Chap- 
of Staple- ter, but only to obſerve to the Reader the time of 


ton's tori- 


3 Stapleton's declaring againſt our Ordinations and 
Refectio, Miniſtry, in the Part of his Work laſt cited, the 
&c. proves — Prineipiorum Doctrinalium. It was writs 
that be ten by him ſo late as in the Year 1396. ſo little 
_ dre before the End of that Century; at the ver 
= — We may reaſonably conceive, — 2 
Head S- Writing his Auſiuer to the Enquiries about the Vacs 
ry. tion and Gonſecration of our Biſbops; and within ſe- 
ven Years of the time when * Sacroboſee publiſhed 


in Print a particular and pretty full — of 
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the Nag's-Head Ordination. In the ſame Year 2596. 
the Author was engaged in Controverſy, as he 
had been before, with Whitaker, whom he tells in 
his Triplicatio, y Pulſis univerſis Catholicis Epiſ- 
« copi— intruſi ſunt alii ſine ullà manuum 
« jimpoſitione, fine ulla legitima aut ordinatione 
« aut ſucceſſione, ex ſola Principis voluntate, 
« qui ſe pro Epiſcopis gererent. Every one of 
tbe Cathalick Biſhops being ejected, 'others were thruſt 
in to take upon them the Office of Biſhops, without 
any Impoſition of Hands, without either any lawful 
Ordination or Succeſſion, by no other Authority 
but only from the Will of the Prince. Here he 
ſpeaks in as high Terms as in any Place that we 
have had before, and much in the ſame Strain as 
formerly, when he told Horne, That be was cal- 
led to bis Function only by the Letters Patents of the 
Prince, without due Conſecration or Impoſition 0 

Hands from any Biſhop. And he might there, as 
here, have added, without any lawful Succeſſion 3 
Horne being, in his (as well as in Bonner's) Opinion, 
an * Uſurper, and Intruder, and Unlawful Poſſeſs 


foner of the Biſhoprick of Wincheſter. But will 


any thing of what he ſays here to Y/bitaker, and 
the ſame Year in the ReleFio Principiorum, come 
up to that which could not but be expected from 
him at this time? Had he not in ſo many Years 
as from 1565, to 1596. heard of our Biſhops be-. 
ing made at the Tavern by ſuch an Act of Sacri . 

ge and Prophaneneſs? When he engaged in 
Defence of Fecknam againſt Horne, Ann. 1567. it 
muſt be ſuppoſed that he held a Correſpondence 
with that Abbot, who was one of the * Men of 
Note of the ancient Clergy, in whoſe Time, and in 
whoſe Sight, as a Man may ſay, we. have it from 
Champney, that the Matter of the Nag's-Head 


7 Op. T. 1. P- 1259. ra Strype's Ann. Vol. 1. p. 34m. 
Sup. p39 -- WOE 
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own Reputation. 
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Conſecration was done: And if it was, it is hard 


to conceive that, if no Body elſe, the Abbot at 


leaft ſhould not give Intelligence of it to ſo good 
a Friend, in order to his making it publick in the 
Counterblaſt. But if Stapleton failed of hearing of 
it from Fecknam then; ſure, when Bifhop Watſon 
and he came to be Fellow-Priſoners with Bluet, 
and the other Confeſſors, in the Caſtle at Wisbich b, 
Ann. 1580. and they were all fo fully poſſeſſed 
with the Belief of the Fact, from Neale's Relation 
of it in their hearing; they muſt all have agreed 
to tranſmit the Story to one whoſe Pen was never 
idle, when there was an Occaſion of publiſhing 
any Scandal againſt the Reformed Church of Eng- 
land; from whom it would certainly have been 
proclaimed, if not before, in his Promptuarium, 
Ann. 1588. and Inſtructions given to the Catho- 
lick Preachers to publiſh it from the Pulpit every 
St. Andrew's and St. Mark's Day, and at other 
times when the Goſpels ſuggeſted to them Matter 
of Declamation upon the Want of true Orders in 
the Proteſtant Clergy. But the Author, we find, 
is wholly ſilent, both then and when the Report 
from Neale muſt come, Ann. 1596. to be farther 
divulged among the Party: And we have good 
Grounds to conclude from his Silence, that either 
he had not heard, even fo late, any Rumaur, or 
Murmurings, or Whiſpers of ſuch a Fact, or if 
he had, he knew better how qur Biſhops were 
actually conſecrated, as will ſoon appear from his 
own Words, and was ſo wile as not to give Coun: 
tenance to. a lying Fable, at the Hazard of his 


b Strype's Annals, Vol. 1. p. 463. 


CHAP. 


Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


CHAP. VIII. 2 
Fhe Counterblaſt 20 Horne ſhews that Staple- 


ton never called in queſtion the Fact of 


the Ordinations of our Biſhops. His Objec- 
tion in the Preface againſt the Legality of 
their Ordinations ſhews that he owns they 
were ordained by King Edward's Form. His 
Objetions in the firſt Chapter. Le Quien's 


pretended Proof from thence of his Denial 


that they were conſecrated by King Edward's 
Form. The Author, by what he makes him 
ſay, muſt be guilty of a double Self-Contra- 
diction. Le Quien's Attempt to evade one of 
theſe Contradiftions. His Evaſion diſproved 
from the Author's Words and Defign in his 
Preface. His Diſtinction to clear Stapleton 


from that Self-Contradifion diſproved from 


our Hiſtory and Conſtitution. The Author, 
by Le Quien's Account of him, guilty of an- 
other Self-Contradiftion. And of a third. 
The Proof from the Counterblaſt, That Sta- 

leton declares our Biſhops were conſecrated 
by King Edward's Ordinal, ſhews that there 
can be no Ground from any other Places of 
bis Works to pretend that he denies they were 
fo conſecrated, It ſhews alſo, from his Au- 
thority, that the other Writers of his time 
muſt either have no other Meaning, or that 
what they ſay muſt be falſe. The Remarker's 
Allegation, from the Anſwer to the Book en- 
tituled Engliſh Juſtice, 70 prove that the 

Biſhops were not conſecrated by their - 


- 
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New Ordinal, confutes itſelf. What Staple. 
ton ſays in Relation to the Caſe. between Bon- 
ner and Horne implies no more than is con- 
Aſtent with his owning that our Biſhops were 

_ conſecrated by King Edward's Form. Sum- 
mary of what is ſaid in this and the former 
Chapter. relating - to his Teſtimony. 

Staple- 1, "HAT has been ſaid in the former Chap- 

. VIV ter ſhews that Stapleton in none of the 

Blaſt Gris Places cited there, can with good Reaſon be pre- 

that he ne- tended to deny the Fact of the Ordinations of our 


ver called firſt Biſhaps, or to diſprove the Truth of the 


in ſue lion Lambeib Regiſter z; much leſs to be a Witneſs for 
_ — the Truth of the Counter-Qrdination at the Nag's. 


Ordinati. Head. That which follows will, I hope, prove 


#85, him to be a ſubſtantial Evidence for the Truth of 


the Lambeth Account, and an utter Stranger to 
the oppofite Story. This we fhall find where we 
might otherwiſe he the leaſt Reaſon to expet 
it, in his Counterblaſt to Horns; againſt whom he 
appeared in Defence of Fectnam the Deprived Ab- 
bot of Neſtminſter, and in the Entrance upon his 
Work in the firſt Chapter, declares that the Ab- 
bot had ſhewed Horne greater Civility and Reſpect 
than his Pert Young Second could allow himſelf to 
do. Fecknam had given Horne the Title of Niſcop 
df Wincheſter; but Stapleton thinks fit to deny him 
both che Order and the Name of Biſhop. We 
may therefore look for very ſtrong Reaſons in this 
Work, to un- biſbop that Prelate, and all his Col- 
legues, as the Author calls them; and ſome of 
theſe Reaſons we have in the Preface, and the firſt 
Chapter. In the Pretace he objects againſt their 
Ordinations in theſe Words: Again in the firſt 
« Year of our gracious Queen the Act of Parlia- 
ment, for making and conſecrating of ä 
: « made 
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« twenty fifth) Year of King Henry, was revived, 
« And yet the Biſhops were ordered not accords 
« ing to the Act, but according to an Act made 
« in King Edward's Days, and repealed by Queen 
« Mary, and not revived in the ſaid firſt Tear. 
Le Quien * has part.of the Words in Latin, but 
I cranſcribe the whole from the Tranſlation in 
the Author's Works: > Hoc etiam obſervan- 
« dum eſt, quod primo anno noſtræ Sereniſſimæ 
„ Principis Elizabethe Lex Parliamentària quæ 
« 28 Henrici, de creatione & conſecratione Es 
« piſcoporum, lata fuit, iterum revixit & reno« 
4 vata fuit. Et tamen Epiſcopi non ſecundum 

* illam Legem, fed ſecundum alteram Edvardi, 
« eamque Mari regnante abrogatam, & nondum 
*« ab Elizabeth4 reſtauratam, inſtituebantur. 
The Father © owns. this Paſſage in the Preface had 
eſcaped him, fo that he does not produce it be- 


fore the Additions at the End of his firſt Tome: 
but : himſelf beſt knows whether he ever ſaw 'it - 
before, and conſidered it well, which if he had 


done in time, he might have ſaved himſelf the 


Trouble of all his other Allegations from Staple- 


tou, as well as from Bonner, Harding, &c. The 


Author, by what he ſays in this Part of his Pre- Hi Olja 
face, of our Biſhops being made according tu the Act lien in the 


Preface 4+ 


of Parliament made in King Edwatd's Days, can 


plain that he declares their Ordinations by th 
Form to be illegal, becauſe King Zdward's Af 
whereby it was introduced bad bern repealed by 
Queen Mary, and not revived by Queen Elizabeth 
at her firſt Acceſſion to the Throne. And upon 


T. t. An in.: 
Addit. 2 1. . 


, 1 


Ch. vin. thoroughly examined und tnfuted, 1 
4e made in the twenty eighth (it ſhould-be the 


ot. 


— 
- 


not mean any thing elſe but their -being'conſecra- 7525 — 


ted by the Form appointed by the Ordinal eſta- bei Or- 
bliſhed in Parliament by that King; and it it roar” 
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the like Ground he declares they could not be le. 
gally ordained but only by the Roman Pontifical; 
that Form being required by Stat. 25 Hen VIII. 
and that Statute, though it had been repealed by 
Queen Mary, having been revived by Queen Eliza- 
beth, in the Beginning of her Reign. There cannot 
be a clearer Proof than this, that Stapleton, tho 
he objects the legality of it, yet confeſſes the Fa# 
of the Biſhops having been conſecrated by that 
Form: And if that Form was not without the 
proper Solemnity, and Ceremony, and in particular 
the Ceremony of Impoſition of Hands, how ſhall 
we make this Declaration of Stapleton's conſiſtent 
with the Account that Le Quien pretends to give 
us upon his Authority? much leſs with the Au. 
thor's having any Knowledge of the Ordination 
at.the Nay's-Head, or of any other but that which 
is related in the Lambeth Regiſter? * 7 


H Objec- 2. But we are to proceed to what he ſays of the 
tions in the Ordination of Horne, Cc. in the firſt Chapter of 
Frſt Chap- his Work. His firſt Reaſon there to deny Horne 
er. his Title, and to declare him to be No Biſhop, is, 
« dBecauſe his Vocation was directly contrary to 
ce the Canons and Conſtitutions of the Catholick 
Church, and to the univerſal Cuſtom and Man- 
te ner practiſed heretofore, not only in England, 
„„ but in all other Catholick Countries and 
Churches.“ He inſtances in one Particular 
wherein he wanted the accuſtomed Vocation, that 
he had not the Pope's Confirmation, which every 

Ziſbop of Wincheſter, he ſays, had before his Pro- 
teſtant Predeceſſor Poynet; and concludes, that 

therefore he is No Biſhop at all, having not a 

good and accuſtomable Vocation or Conſecration. This 

can be no Proof of the Author's denying any 


* Counterblaſt to Horne, chap. 1. p. 7. Staplet. Op. T 2. 
P- 83, 839. f EY 4 


more 


Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. - 
more than the Lawfulneſs of his Call and Ordi- 


nation: And Le Quien owns that it comes not 
home to his Point, but refers us to that which is 
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to come afterwards, wherein the Author goes far- 


ther, whoſe Words I ſhall ſet down, after I have 


given the Reader a Sight of his ſecond Reaſon, - | 


and left him to read what follows before the Ar- 

ument which Le Quien looks upon as deciſive. 
To the ſecond place, Stapleton tells Horne, That 
tho' his Vocation had been lawful, yet he had 
rendered himſelf uncapable by his Marriage, which 
together with his other Hereſies, made him un- 
doubtedly an Hereticx. He fays below, that 


there being then no AF of Parliament to confirm 


bis Marriage, the Canon Law ſtending in Force 
makes him xo true Biſhop. But this can touch on- 
ly the Lawfulneſs of his Ordination, and holding 
his Biſhoprick. The Reader may, if he pleaſes, 
entertain himſelf with the Author's occaſional Re- 
flections, upon that married Biſhop for carrying 
his Madge about with him; and upon Cranmer, 
for carrying his Nobs in a Cheſt bored with Holes; 
and his bringing in the Jeſt upon the Lollards, of 
Down Pig, and up Pike; (which might have come 
in more to the Purpoſe, if he had been ſpeaking, 
as Parſons i Prefacer, of Scory's making our Pre- 
lates fall down Prieſts, and riſe up Biſhops) and 
laſtly, his Tale of a pretty Trick of Legerdemain, 
which Le Quien 8 charitably interprets of a Forg 
of the Governours of the Church in King =. 
ward's time, and their fal/ifying an AF of Parlia- 
ment relating to Tranſubſtantiation and the Adoration 
of the Hoſt. a ö 
Such Digreſſions from his Subject ſnew that the 
Mriter had Time, and Leiſure, and a very good 
Inclination, to have publiſhed the Account of the 
Mock-Conſecration, if it had come to his Ears. 


2 To 1. p · 266. K Sup. P+ 10, 1 1, 89. ö T. 1. p. 400, 401. 
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| LeQuiens But I paſs on to the Proof which Le Quien pro. 
pretended miſed us, of our Biſhops not being conſecrated by 
Proof” Y , King Edward's Ordinal. The Words, as he haz 
that our them from the Tranſlator, . are, h Qurs xESeIT 
Biſhops te tuoſque Collegas non dico aliter quam re- 
were conſe- «6 quirunt Canones, fed nec ſecundum præſcrip. 
_ 7 « tum Statutorum veſtrorum ordinatos eſſe, ”? . f 
+), the Original they are, i Is it not notorious that 
% you and your Collegues were not ordained ac- 
© cording to the Preſcript, I will not ſay of the 

« Church, but of the very Statutes. re it is 

that Le Quien k aſſures us that the Author ſays, 

« Tt is public and notorious that not only Horne 

« had no lawful and canonical Vocation, but that 

« he had not ſo much as the Conſecration preſcribed 

& by the Laws of the Realm, and authorized by tht 

« new Church of England: Which, he ſays, is 

« the ſame as to reproach him for having no Ordi- 

&« nation at all. = 


3. It muſt be confeſſed that Stapleton denies that 
Horne was ordained according to the Preſcript of 
the very Statutes z but what Statutes he means 
does not at all appear from the Words. The 
Tranſlator, inſtead of ipſorum Stalutorum, has it 
veſtrorum ; and this may look as if by this Expreſ« 
fion your own Statutes, were meant the Statutes of 
a Prince of your own, a Proteſtant Prince, King 
Edward VI. But may not the Words, the very 
Statutes (or even our own Statutes) be meant of the 
Stat. 25 Hen. VIII. if that Statute were then in 
force? Or is it poſſible that the Author ſhould 
mean, not King Henry's Statute relating to-the 
making of our Biſhops, but King Edward's 
when he had juft before {aid expreſly, that King 
Henrys Scatute was revived and authorized by 


2 T. 1. p. 263. Staplet. Op. T. 2. P. $39, 840. 
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Queen 


Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and tonfuted. 546k & 

aeen Elizabeth, in her firſt Parliament; but | 3 
King Edward's was not then revived, and conſe- 
quently had not any Authority or Force of a Sta- 
ture? Le Quien upon this Occaſion puts us in 


mind that Dr. Stapleton was (he means by Bram- 


halls Confeſſion) | the meſt Fudicious and Rational 

of the Engliſh Papiſts ; and can the Father then 

make him guilty of two ſuch Self- Contradictions The A. 
as he does here? He had ſaid in the Preface, that er, 55 

King Edward's Statute for the Uſe of his Ordinal ogy 

was not revived by 98 in her firſt pretend t 
Year: But within ſo little Diſtance as the firſt nate bim 

Chapter of the Counterblaſt, Le Quien makes him J, mu/? be 


ſay that the ſame Statute was revived, and in full guilty 9 


Force; that is, that our Biſhops were not or- g Con. 
dained according to the Preſcript of the Statutes, tradiction. 
becauſe they were not ordained by the Form in 1 
the Ordinal preſcribed by that Statute. If King 
Edward's Act of Parliament for the Uſe of the 
Ordinal was not revived, it muſt not then have b, 
any Place in the Body of the Statutes then in force; ( 
nor could it have the Authority of a Law of the 
Land, to preſcribe how our Biſhops and Clergy _ 
ſhould be ordained; nor could they be obliged to 
be ordained by the Preſcript of that, which, tho“ 
it once had been, yet was at that time No Statute.” 
This muſt be the Author's Meaning, when he ſays 
that Alt had been repealed by Queen Mary, and 
not revived by Queen Elizabeth: For after that 
Repeal, without a Revival, it mult be really no 
Act of Parliament, any more than any former 
Acts that were expired. Could it then be his 
Meaning that the Biſhops were ordained contrary 
to Law for not oblerving the Preſcript of that 
Act, without contradicting himſelf, and ſayin 
that the ſame Act (tho* not revived) was reflored 
to the Authority it had before, and had the Force 


1 T. 1. p. 260, 264 N 
X of 


306 The Nac's-Htap FaBreg 


of Law, as much as ever in King Edward's time. 

This is the firſt Self- Contradiction, That the Au- 

thor ſays that King Zdward's Statute was not re. 

vived, and yet was revived, The other appears 

to be as plain and expreſs, That he ſays, in the 

Preface, that the Biſhops were conſecrated by the 

Form in King Edward's Ordinal, and preſently 

after, in the Counterblaſt, that they were not conſe. 

crated by that Form; for fo it mult be, if he ſays 

firſt that their Ordination was illegal becauſe they 

Were conſecrated according to the A# that pre. 
ſcribed the Uſe of that Form, and then fays af- 
terwards, that their Ordination was contrary to 

the Preſcript of the Statutes, becauſe they were no 
conſecrated according to the At that preſcribed 

that Form. | 
LeQuien's It does not appear that F. Le Quien was ſenſible 
Attempt to of the firſt Self. Contradiction, but he takes ſome 
7 10 he e Pains to evade the other, and to ſhew in what dif- 
Contra. ferent reſpects his Author does firſt affirm and 
lictiont. afterwards deny, That our Biſhops were conſe- 
crated by that Form. His Ground for it is his 
Diſcovery in point of Hiſtory, ſpoken of before n, 

upon which he tells us, There were /wo CJaſſes of 

the Biſhops made in the firſt Part of Queen li- 

zabeth's Reign; the one, of Parker, and three or 

four more of her firſt Nomination; the other, 

of ſuch Biſhops as were made after the Convoca- 

tion, Ann. 1562. Of the latter Claſs, he pretends 

it is that Stapleton ſays in the Preface, that they 

were conſecrated by King Edward's Form ; and 

of the former, in the Counterblaſt, that they were 

uot conſecrated by that Form, This Diſtinction 

the Father looks upon to be ſufficient to reconcile 

the Author to himſelf, becauſe, tho? he does af- 

firm and deny the ſame thing, he does not con- 

tradict himſelf, inaſmuch as he ſpeaks of different 


Perſons, 


Ch. vill. thoroughly examined and cinfuted. 407 


Perſons, conſecrated at different Times. But'it 
will ſoon appear that this Diſtinction is much 
more groundleſs and frivolous than Le Quien n 
had Reaſon to think ours whereby we attempt to 
elude the Force of their Allegations from St aple- 
ton and Harding, and the reſt of their Writers. 
And to prove this, I ſhall ſhew that it is incon- 
ſiſtent, firſt with the Author's Deſign in what he 
ſays in the Preface to the Counterblaſt ; ſecondly, 
with his Words there in ſeveral Particulars; third- 
ly, with the Truth of our Hiſtory and Conſti- 


4. Firſt, It will not be poſlible to conceive that His Fog. 
Stapleton had any Thought of ſuch a Diſtinction, % 
if we look — into his Preface, and conſider 9 1 
the Deſign of what he ſays there, It is ® to ſhew 7hor's De- 
the fatal Conſequences in Chriſtendom that follow- /n in the 
ed (according to his 2 upon the re- Preface 
nouncing of the Supremacy of the Biſhop of 
Rome; how in all Places where his Power was laid 
aſide, the State of Religion, after that Innova- 
tion, degenerated from bad to worſe; for in- 
ſtance, in the Grecian and African Churches, in 
Bohemia, Germany, Hungary, and Lithuania, and 
here at home with us in England; where he ſays, 
tho* during the Life of King Henry the Eighth, 
the Doctrines of the Roman Church were kept up 
after his aboliſhing the Pope's: Power, yet pre- 
ſently after his Deceaſe, in his Son King Edward's 
Reign, a New Religion was introduced, and this 
New Religion was reſtored again by Queen Elixa- 
beth; but with ſome pretty great Difference, ſtill 
for the worſe. His Inſtances of ſuch Differences 
between the State of Religion in King Edward's 
time and Queen Elizabeth's firſt Part of her Reign 
are, Thar firſt, » the Biſhops and Clergy in King 


T. 1. p. 282, © Op. T. 2. 8 828, 929. 7 T. 2. p. 828. 
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Edward's time were many of them married, but 
they had then ſome Pretence and Encouragement 
from an Act of Parliament paſſed in that Reign, 
allowing them to marry z whereas under Queen 
Elizabeth they married and kept their Wives, tho? 
the Laws not only of God and the Church, but of 
the Realm were againſt them. Secondly, In King 
Edward's Reign a New Ordinal was eftabliſhed 
by Act of Parliament, whereby his. Biſhops were 
confecrated ; but in the firſt Year of Queen 
Elizabeth King . Henry's Statute, which pre- 
ſcribed the Uſe of the Pontifical, was revived, 
and yet the Biſhops were conſecrated, not by the 
Pontifical, but the New Ordinal, tho' the Act 
whereby that was introduced in King Edward's 
time, had been repealed by Queen Mary, and was 
not revived by Queen Elizabeib in her firſt Year, 
This is all the Difference that Szapleton pretends 


to make between the Way of King Edward's Bi- 


ſhops and the Biſhops in the Beginning of Queen 
Elizabeth's Reign, coming into their Biſhopricks. 
And could a Man of any Judgment or common 
Senſe, much leſs one of Stapleton's Character, if 
he knew of theſe two different Sets of Queen 
Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops, and how they came into 
their Sees, could he, when he was ſhewing, in 
this Particular, how much the Caſe was altered 
for the worſe under that Queen, from what it had 
been in King Edward's Reign, have paſſed over 
fo ſurprizing a Difference between the Ordination 
of King Edward's Biſhops, and the Way wherein 
the firſt Set of Biſhops under the Queen, Parker, 
Grindall, and (Stapleton's Adverſary) Horne, &c. 
were inveſted in their Biſhopricks ; that the for- 
mer had a Conſecration by the Form in King Ed- 
&avard's Ordinal, but Parker and his Brethren had 
no Sort of Ordination at all, no Impoſition of Hands, 
but came into their Sees only by vertue of the 
Queen's Letiers Patems? Co ald he ſatisfy himſelf 


with 


OY 
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Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

with reflecting only upon the latter Set of Biſhops' 
after Parker and Horne, &c. that they were con- 
ſecrated by King Edward's Ordinal, without any. 
legal Eſtabliſhment of it ſuch as it had in King 
Edward's time? Was it not eaſy, nay, unavoid- 
able, for him to ſtate the Difference thus? King 
« Edward's Biſhops were ordained by his Ordi- 
« nal, at that time eſtabliſhed by Law; but for 
« the Biſhops in the Beginning of the Queen's 


Reign, Parker, and Horxe, and others of the 


« firſt of them, before the Year 1362. had no 
« Ordination at all, neither by the Roman Ponti- 
« fical, nor King Edward's Ordinal, but were 
« made 2oithout any Solemnity, without any Ceremo- 
« xy; by no Authority but of the Queen's No- 
« mination by her Letters Patents; and the reſt 
that were made Biſhops afterwards, between 
« the Years 1562. and 1566. were ordained indeed 


% with the Ceremony of King Edward's Ordinal, 


« but (beſides that their Conſecrators were Par- 
« ker, Grindal, Sc. who had themſelves no Or- 
dination at all) the Ordinal by which they were 
« conſecrated had not, before their Conſecration, 
«© been re-eſtabliſhed by Act of Parliament.“ 
It we go farther, and ſuppoſe it was notoriouſly 
known, to Stapleton and every Body elſe, that the 


firſt Ser, Parker, Sc. had no Ordination but from 


Scory at the Nag's-Head Tavern; can it be ima- 


gined that Stapleton ſhould let ſlip the Opportuni- 


ty of ſhewing how much the Cale was altered in- 
finitely for the worſe, between the Biſhops in King 
Edward's time, and the Queen's firſt Biſhops! 
4 That the former were conſecrated in a Church 
or Chapel, with all the decent Solemnities of 
« Religion that were retained in King Edward's 
« Ordinal; but Parker and his Brethren were 
made Biſhops in a Tavern, in a profane and ſa- 
„ crilegious Manner?** Could he have forborne 
to expoſe theſe Biſhops, when his Subject ſo * 
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ly ealled upon him to lay open the Nakedneſs of 


Engliſb Proteſtant. Church and Clergy in this 
Particular ? 
5. This appears from the Author's De/ign in 
hat he ſays in the Preface. The ſame 2 
econdly, is very plain from his Words there. Af. 
ter the Objection that they were made by King 
Edward's Act, not revived, he ſays immediately; 
And if they will ſay that that Deſect (the Want, he 
means, of Authority in the Form eſtabliſhed. by 


that Act) is now ſupplied (by an Act of Parliament 


fled Ann. 1566. the Year before) let them remem- 
r that they are but Parliament and No Church 
Biſhops. Here again, if he knew the State of the 
Caſe to be ſuch as Le Quien ſays he knew it to be, 


what could make him ſo favourable in his Judg- 


ment of it? He obſerves that to what he had ob- 


jected, that the Biſhops were conſecrated by an 


Ordinal that had not yet any legal Eſtabliſhment, 
it might be anſwered that the Ordinal was lately 
confirmed by an Act of Parliament paſſed the 
laſt Year, 8 Eliz. and the Biſhops that had been 


conſecrated by it were declared by that Act to be 


true and legal Biſhops ; and his Reply is, Zet till 


they could be no more than Parliamentary Biſhops. 
Bur had he not the Senſe to reply, True, this 


might ſerve the Turn of thoſe laſt Biſhops, 


$ who were conſecrated by the Ordinal after the 


% Year 1562, but of what Service could it be to 
« Parker, and the reſt of the Biſhops that were 
« made before, who were not conſecrated either 
* by the Pontifical or the New Ordinal, but by 
« no Ceremonial except that which was uſed at 
« the Tavern? It could not make theſe Men Bi- 
« ſhops of the Church, nay, nor ſo much as Par- 
& liament Biſhops, becauſe that Parliament con- 
$ firmed none elſe but ſuch as had been conſe- 
& crated by the Ordinal,” Let Le Quien or any 


Body 
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Body elſe look upon Stapletor's Preface, and con- 
ſider the Words and Deſign of it, and ſay whe- 
ther he could have ſpoken otherwiſe than I have 
ſhewed he muſt have ſpoken, if he had known 
that Parker and Horne, &c. were made Biſhops in 
the Manner that Le Quien pretends, a Manner fo 
very different from, and contrary to, the Ordi- 
nation of the Biſhops in King Edward's time. 
The Author's Words in the Preface will give 
us ſtill farther Light to ſee how groundleſs this 
Diſtinction is; Stapleton there firſt o_— againſt 
the Ordination of our Biſhops the Non-re-eſta- 
bliſkment of the Ordinal ; then he owns that this 
Defect was taken away by the Parliament 8 Eliz. 
which made them, tho' they were not ſo before, 
Parliament Biſhops. I would aſk who, of all 
Queen Elizabeth's Biſhops, had the Favour done 
him by that Parliament, to take off this Defect 
in his Ordinatton? Could it be any other than 
Horne in the firſt place, the Legality of whoſe 
Ordination was called in queſtion upon that Ac- 
count by Bonner and his Counſel ; and the Bill was 
brought in, on purpoſe to put an End to the 
Diſpute ? If the Perſon was Horne, then he was 
one of the Biſhops that Stapleton ſpeaks of, who 
were confirmed by that Parliament : One of thoſe 
who he affirms were conſecrated by the New Or- 
dinal of King Edward, tho? his Statute for it had 
been repealed and not revived. And if this be the 
Author's Meaning in his Preface, how is it poſ- 
ſible for him to have a Meaning plainly contra- 
diftory to it, when he ſays in the Counterblaſt, 
that Horne and his Collegues were not conſecrated 
according to the Preſcript of the Statutes? that is, as 
Le Quien underſtands it, that they were not con- 
ſecrated at all by the New Ordinal. 1 
The very Reaſon that Srapleton gives why, tho“ 
they were confirmed by Parliament, yet 7h 
were but Parliament and no Church or Catholick 
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Biſhops, proves farther that he meant that thoſe 
Biſhops, Horne in particular, had been conſecra- 
ted by the Ordinal ; his Reaſon is that hey were 
ordered in ſuch a Manner and Faſhion as no Catbo. 
lick Church ever uſed; what can this mean but 
King Edward's Ordinal, the Uncanonicalneſs of 
which was ſtill to be charged upon them, tho' the 
Parliament had made it legal, becauſe it was a 
Form that had never been uſed in any (of Staple- 
ſon's) Catholick Churches? | 
LeQuien's 6. Enough has been ſaid to ſhew from the 
Diſftinti- Words and Deſign of the Preface, that Le Quien, 
* 7 _ if he had read his Author Sapleton with a Deſign 
„. to inform himſelf of his true Meaning, muſt have 
Contra- found there was no Poſſibility of putting that 
diction diſ- Gloſs upon his Text, without making him guilty 
proved of contradicting himſelf; and that the Salvo he 
— had found out to clear his Author from a Con- 
andConji- tradiction (the Diſtinction among our firſt Biſhops, 
tuties. which he pretends the Author was aware of) was 
utterly unknown to him, and inconſiſtent with 

what he ſays. He might, thirdly, have ſeen as 
evidently the Ridiculouſneſs of ſuch a Diſtinction, 

if he had thought it worth his while to be well 
informed of our Hiſtory and Conſtitution, For 

would he not have been aſhamed to tell the World 

that the Biſhops that were made before the Con- 
vocation, Ann. 1562. had no Conſecration at all, 

as the others after them had, if he had known 

(as he might caſily) that not only Parker and a 

tew more were made Biſhops, but that there were 
Proteſtant Biſhops placed in all the Sees except 

two, and the whole Bench almoſt filled up, be- 

fore the Meeting of that Convocation; as has been 

ſhewed before d, from the Account we have of 


the Biſhops that met in that Convocation, and 


* Sup. p. 178, 179, thoſe 
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thoſe that ſubſcribed the Articles, and the. Spiri- 
tual Peers who attended the Parliament at the 
{me time. Would he have ventured to ſuggeſt 
that ſo great a Number of the Biſhops as were 
made before that Convocation were ordained not 
at Lambeth but the Nag's-Head ? He himſelf is 
willing to contract the Number to no more than 
Matthew Parker and his Collegues whom the Queen 
had named as foon almoſt as ſhe was upon the Throne, 
to Parker 5 and three or four others of Queen Eliza- 
beth's firſÞ Promotion; to Parker, * Grindal, Horne, 


Fewell and Sands. Wherein he runs counter to 


the principal of the Nag's-Head Hiſtorians, An- 


thony Champney, who makes no fewer than fifteen 


of our Biſhops nominated by the Queen An. 1589. 


and conſecrated at the Tavern by Scory; but Le 
Quien cuts off two third parts of that Number, 
and puts off their Conſecration to a longer Day, 


till Ann, 1562, after the Meeting of the Convoca- 
tion in that Lear. Le Quien's Hypotheſis is, That 


the Biſhops of that Convocation reviſed and corrett- 
ed King Edward's Ordinal, and made @ Rule for 


the future Biſhops and Clergy to be ordained by 


that Form; and that from that time they began 
to be ordained by that Form, tho' none of them 
before had any Ordination at all. Reviſe the Or- 


dinal they might, in order to declare, as they do 


Art. 36. that it contains all things neceſſary to the 


Conſecration and Ordering of Arch-Biſhops, Biſhops, 


Prieſts, and Deacons ; neither hath it any thing that 


ts of itſelf ſuperſtitious and ungodly : But for cor- 
recting it, there Le Quien ſhould have been better 
informed, there not being a Word altered in it. 


but the ſame Form tranſmitted down, and conti- 


nued for a whole Century without Alteration, till 


the Lear 1662. when the Alteration was made, 
Receive the Holy Ghoſt far the Office and Work 


7. I. p. 318. F. 1, P. 42. P. 426. 
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of a Biſhop, &c. and for the Office and Work of a 
Prieſt, &c. in the reſpective Ordinations of Bi- 
ſhops and Prieſts. But from whence had 7; 
Quien his Information that the Synod of 1562, 
made a ” Rule that the Biſhops for the future 
ſhould be conſecrated by the Ordinal of King F4. 
ward? and that the Conſecration of them by that 
Form in Queen Elizabeth's Reign began not be- 
fore that time? He has it not from our Hiſtory, 
but if he have any Ground for it, it muſt be on 

from the Articles. In the thirty ſixth Article, af. 
ter the Words already ſet down, it follows, And 
therefore whoſoever are conſecrated or ordered accord- 
ing to the Rites of that Book, ſince the ſecond Year 
of King Edward unto this time, or hereafter ſhall be 


conſecrated or ordered according to the ſame Rites, 


we decree all ſuch to be rightly, orderly, and law- 
fully conſecrated and ordered. Does the Convoca- 
tion decree in theſe Words, that the Biſhops and 
Clergy ſhall hereafter be conſecrated and ordain- 
ed by the Form in King Edward's Book? Sup- 

e (as the Matter of Fact was) the Form had 

en re-eſtabliſhed in Parliament 1 Eliz. and it 
had been, and was by Law to be the conſtant 
Practice from that time to make uſe of it in all 
Ordinations ; might not the convocation notwith- 
ſtanding have made the ſame authoritative Decla- 
ration, that all that are conſecrated or ordained by 
that Form from King Edward's Reign to that time, 
(meaning ſo many of themſelves, no queſtion, 
otherwiſe the very Article is a Sentence of Con- 
demnation _ themſelves) or ould bereafter 


be conſecrated or ordained by it, they decree all ſuch 


to be rightly and lawfully ordained? Might they 
not ſay all this, and yet have no Thought of ma- 
king a Rule, but a to one made already, 
how the Clergy were to be ordained? But it would 


T. 1, Addit, p. ii. 
havc 
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have ſaved the Father the Trouble of this Inven- 
tion, if he had known, that at the ſame time 
when the Convocation were paſſing theſe Articles, 
the Eſtates of the Realm were fitting in Parlia- 
ment, and their Seſſion and the Meeting of the 
Convocation began the ſame Day. If it had been 
Queen Elizabeib's Mind (as Le Quien pretends the 


Convocation acted by her Order) that King Ed- 
ward's Form, having never been uſed before, 


ſhould be put in Practice for the future, would 


either ſhe, or the Biſhops, who Le Quien ſays 
were ordered to make a Rule for the Uſe of it, 
have thought that to be ſufficient, withour the 


paſſing of an Act of Parliament in that Seſſion, 
to give the Form a igen Eſtabliſhment, and ob- 
lige the Biſhops to make uſe of that Form and no 


other in their Ordinations? Muſt they not have. 


ſeen that without ſuch a Statute made by the 
Queen and the Eſtates of the Realm, the Ordi- 
nations could have no Effect in point of Law, 
whatever Eccleſiaſtical Authority they might have 
from any Act of the Clergy in Convocation? the 
*Biſhops conſecrated would have been no Biſho 
in Law, the Prieſts and Deacons no legal Prieſts 
and Deacons, tho' ordained by a Form of the 
Convocation's Appointment. If Le Quien had 
known that there was a Parliament then ſitting, 
and that without their Concurrence that which he 
ſays was done by the Convocation would have 
been to ſo little Purpoſe; it would have diſcou- 
raged him from relating this Piece of Hiſtory 
without the leaſt Ground for it but his own Ima- 
gination. 


7, We have ſeen how far the Father comes ſhort 
of ſatisfying us, that his making Stapleton deny 
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Edward's Form, is not to make him contradict 2 of 


another 


himſelf, and ſay, of the very fame Perſons, firſt, $1:0,, 
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in his Preface to the Counterblaſt, that they uerę 
conſecrated by that Form ; and preſently after, 
in the firſt Chapter of his Fork, that they were 
not conſecrated by that Form. We have ſeen of 
how little Service to him his Evaſion is, by a Di- 
ſtinction of two Sets of Queen Elizabeth's Biſhops, 
which is both inconſiſtent with the Words and 
Deſign of the Author in his Preface, and with 
the Truth of our Hiſtory and Conſtitution. But 
it was ſhewed before, that it makes him guilty of 
another Self-Contradiction, in ſaying at firſt, that 
King Edward's Statute for his Form of conſe- 
crating Biſhops, &c. was not revived by Queen 
Elizabeth, but left under ”u__ Mary's Repeal; 
and yet ſaying preſently afterwards (as Le Quien 
interprets his Words) that the fame Statute vas 
revived by her, and reſtored to its former Autho- 
rity ; ſo that our Biſhops, for want of being or- 
dained by the Form preſcribed by it, were ordain- 
ed contrary to the Preſcript of the very Statutes. 
How the Father would have ſhewed his Skill in 
attempting to ſalve this Difficulty, and clear his. 
Author from Selt-Contradiction, it cannot appear, 


| becauſe he was not aware of it. But, conſidering 


his Forwardneſs, in ſo many Inſtances, to ſay at 
random what he pleaſes of our Hiſtory and Con- 
ſtitution, it would not be ſtrange for him to ſay, 
That the Author ſpeaks of different Times, when 
he ſays that Statute was not revived, and when he 
ſays it was revived; That he means it was not re- 
vived by Queen Elizabeth in her firſt Parliament, 
Ann. 1559. but it was revived at the Diſtance of 
lome Years after, Ann. 1562. when the Convoca- 


tion made a Rule for King Edward's Form to be 


made uſe of in all the following Ordinations, and 
lo King Edward's Statute was revived by a Con- 
vocation inſtead of a Parliament, tho? there was 
a Parliament then fitting. It muſt- be a great 


Miſtake in point of Law to ſuppole that a Cons. 


vocation 
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vocation has ſuch a Power, of making or reviving 
Acts of Parliament; but ſuch a Miſtake may be 
excuſed, among many others, in a Writer that 
takes upon him to know our Conſtitution, and 
the Hiſtory of our Parliaments and Convocations, 
better than we do ourſelves. Tis unhappy for 
him that fo great a Number of Biſhops as muſt 


be ſuppoſed by his Account to have been conſe- 


crated between the Years 1562. and 1567, all that 
were put into the vacant Sees, except Parker and 
three or four more of the firft Promotion, muſt 
according to our Account be reduced to no more 
than one », Robinſon of Bangor, or two at the 
moſt, if Jones, that ſucceeded Kitchin in the See 
of Landaff, were conſecrated before the End of 
the Year 1366. — | 
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The Interpretation which Le Quien gives us of 4 bird 
Stapleton's Words (the _ Statutes) may yet ap- Se/f-Con- 


pear to be more frui 


than has been repreſented. The Author had ſaid 


in Self- Contradictions !!44i#ion 
that he 


muff be 


expreſly that King Henry's Statute was revived in guilty of. 


Queen Elizabetb's firſt Year, and no other (rela- 
ting to the Conſecration of Biſhops) but that Sta: 
tute ; King Edward's (as he expreſly ſays) being 
not revived. If what he ſays afterwards implies 
that King Edward's Statute was revived, how could 
the Revival of both theſe Statutes (whereof the 
one preſcribed that no Form but the Roman Pon- 


tifical, the other that none but the New Ordinal 
ſhould be made uſe of) ſtand together? Could 


they be both revived in that wherein they were 
both contradictory to one another? King Henry's 
Statute might be revived by Queen Elizabeth (as 
indeed it was) in all the other Parts of it, the 
King's Nomination of the Biſhops, their Election 
by the Chapters, and their being confirmed and 


conſecrated, without any Bull from the Pope, by 


2 Sup. p. 182, 
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the Arch-Biſhop or Biſhops : But if the Queen 
revived King Edward's Statute, it muſt, as it did 


at firſt, fer afide the Uſe of the Pontifical, and 


annul that Part of King Henry's Statute that re- 
quired it to be uſed, or elſe both mult be in force, 
and the Subjects muſt be under two contradict 
Obligations, according to the Preſcript of 
Statutes, The Author 1s more conſiſtent with 
himſelf than Le Quien makes him: He makes 
the Conſecration of our Biſhops illegal (by our 
own Statutes) becauſe they were not conſecrated 
by the Roman Pontifical, according to King Hen- 
ry's Statute then revived. Accordingly, he per- 
liſts in the ſame Declaration afterwards in the Coun- 
terblaſt, lib. 3. chap. 19. where he tells Horne *, 
Hic vides—— quod vera conſecratio neceſlaria 


« ſit, quam Tu & Confratres tui nunquam ha- 
„ buiſtis. Et propterea vere dici poteſt, Vos ne- 


The Au- 
thor's 
Confeſſion 
in the 
Counter- 


blaſt, that 


« que jure Eccleſtz neque Patrie Legibus eſſe E. 
« piſcopos, præſertim cum conſecratio decreto 
« Parkamenti expreſſè requiratur; quod idem in 
« Suffraganeis regnante jam Elizabeth renovatur, 
« ideoque, multò magis in vobis requiritur qui 
« Epiſcoporum nomen & dignitatem vobis af- 
« ſumitis.** Here he can mean no other Decree 
or Act of Parliament but the Statute 25 H. VIII. 
nor any Conſecration but by the Form in the N 
man Pontifical ; and for want of this he ſays Horne 
and his Brethren never bad any true Conſecration, 
and conſequently were No Biſhops, either by the 
Laws of the Church or of the Realm; that is, 3 
he expreſſes himſelf in the firſt Chapter, neither 
by the Preſcript of the Church, nor of the ver) 
latutes. | | ; 


8. I may therefore look upon It as ſuſiciently 
proved, That the Ground of Stapleton's Objection 
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againſt 
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and ſo near the time of the Fact, it muſt be im- 
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againſt the N the Conſecration of our vr Bi- 
Biſhops was their being all of them, and Horne Hehl were 
eſpecially, conſecrated by the Form in King Ed- 3 
Ward 's Ordinal ; and conſequently, that we have Edward 
his plain Confeſſion that they were conſecrated by Form, 
that Form. And this Confeſſion utterly deſtroys Hes 

any Pretence of our Adverſaries to make him ſay, _— _ 
in Contradiction to himſelf, in any other Place of G,,,,4 25 
his Works, that they were not conſecrated by that pretend 
Form. He owns they were conſecrated by it, Artem other 
within ſo little time after their Conſecration as in —_— 
the Year 1567. when he writ his Counterblaſt; ;1.: 3, . 
and if there were any Ground from his Words ies they . 
2 or thirty Years after, to think that he were / 


then denies what he had affirmed ſo long before, —_— 


puted to his want of Memory or any other Cauſe, 


| rather than that he ſpeaks of his own Knowledge 
or Perſuaſion. But there is no Ground to ſuppoſe 


there is any ſuch Difference between what he ſays 
in the firſt and the latter Parts of his Works; 


the worſt that he is pretended to ſay, That our 
| Biſhops came at firſt into their Segs only by the Royal 


Authority, being no more than what he had told * 
Horne in the Counterblaſt, That he was called to his 
Function only by the Letters Patents of the Prince: 

And if this was then conſiſtent with his ſaying 

that Horne was conſecrated by the Form in King 
Edward's Ordinal, he cannot be pretended to de- 

ny it afterwards in an Expreſſion which plainly ap- 

pears to have the ſame Meaning. 


The ſame Confeſſion is, as far as Stapleton's Au- It few, 
thority goes, a Proof that what Harding or any from bis 


other Writers of that time are alledged for, as if Autfbori. 


they denied that our Biſhops were conſecrated by 2 "oe 


that Form, muſt either not have that Meaning, Writers 
or that what they ſay muſt be falſe, as contra- nuſt either 
ry to Stapleton's expreſs Declaration. And this 2% e 
might be a ſufficient Anſwer to what the Ne- [car 


ing,or that 
4 marker what they 
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ay muſt be marker x alledges, from the Anſwer to my Lord 
falſe. Burghley's Treatiſe of the Engliſh Juſtice, to proye 
that when their Authors ſay our Biſhops were not 
conſecrated according to their own Statutes, they par- 
_ ticularly mean that even their own Ordinal was 101 
uſed. It were enough to leave it to him to recon- 
cile that Writer, who he pretends denies that our 
Ordinal was uſed, to Stapleton who expreſly afjirm; 
that it was uſed. But the very Words of the 
Writer that he cites will fully fatisfy him that he 
very much miſtakes his Meaning: The Words 
are, „They know, and it has been proved iy 
« open Court, that they not only uſurp thoſe 
« Places (of Biſhops) againſt God's and the 
« Church's Laws, but that they even were not 
«© made and inveſted according to the new Laus 
ce of the Realm, ſpecially made for the Conſecra- 
& tion of them.“ In the Latin of the Reſponſis 
ad Perſecutores Anglos, done, as he ſays, by the 
ſame Author, and printed in the Concertatio Eccleſiæ 
Catholice, &c. the Words are, „ Ipſi non ig- 
e norant, & in publico juriſdicundi foro clariſſimè 
« fuit demonſtratum, eos non modo contra ve- 
ce teres leges Dei & Eccleſiæ, ſed etiam contra 
« nova ab ipſis fabricata Statuta, & de illis creandis 

F « & initiandis propris lata, ſedes eas conſcendiſſe. 
Here the firſt Part of what is ſaid (in the Latin 

and Engliſh) clears the Meaning, of the Whole, 

The Re- The Court of Juſtice wherein it is pretended this 
marker's was proved, could be no other than the Court of 
Allegatio" King's Bench, at that time, wherein Bonner's Plea 
A 5 + f , againſt Horne was received, and the Judges agreed 
th: Trea- that it ſhould be tried by the proper Jury. It 
| 7 of that Plea had ever come to a Trial in that Court, 
ngliſh in Proof of it, it would have been offered to be ar- 
Juſtice, gued > Bonner's Counſel, 2 That Horne was con- 


| 772 ſecrated by King Edward's Form not yet re- eſta- 


ws N. 299. Concertatio, &c. fol. 313. b. _ Sup. 2 193 / 
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bliſhed by Parliament, and conſequetitly was no | 
legal Biſhop. There was no Proof of the Plea 
offered by the Counſel, much leſs openly made in 
Court, becauſe the Cauſe never came to a Trial 
before the Judges and a Jury, which never was 
impannelled to try it: But if it had, how well 
would it have been to the Remarker's Purpole ? 

The thing that muſt be ſuppoſed to be proved in 
Court, is, That Horne was conſecrated by King Ed- 
ward's Form, but to no effect, becauſe that Form 

was not legally authorized. Would this have been 

a Proof, that the Ordinal was not uſed in Horne's 
Conſecration, or that it was really uſed? If it muſt 
have been a Proof of the latter, we ſee how the 
Remarker*s Allegation from that Writer confutes 
itſelf; I mean, proves that the Ordinal was not uſed, 
becauſe it was in fact really uſed. 

*Tis true the Writer of the Anſwer to Engliſh What Sta- 
Juſtice has the Confidence to repreſent the Pro- Pleton 
ceedings in the Caſe between Bonner and Horne, 7 5 9255 £ 
as very much to the Advantage of the Cauſe of en 
the Popiſh Party, and to the Diſcredit of the Bonner 
Proteſtant Biſhops lately made. And in this Sa- 4nd Horne 
pleton, it appears, joins with him, by what he r 
ſays, firſt in his Fortreſs of Faith, and afterwards — = 
in his Counterblaſt to Horne. The former was that our 
writ, Ann. 156g. ſome time after Bonner's Plea, Biſbop. 
That Horne was No Biſhop, was entered in the 7% 7 
Court of King's-Bench, and the Judges had come ins Ba 
to an Agreement, that it ſhould be tried by a ward's 
Jury. The Information Stapleton had of this from Fern. 
England encouraged him to expreſs himſelf thus 
in the Fortreſs (after thoſe Words, „“I ſay by 
the Verdict of Holy Scripture and Practice of 
the Primitive Church theſe Men are No Biſhops) 
I ſpeak nothing of the Laws of the Realm, it 
* hath been of late ſufficiently proved, that 
they are no Biſhops, if they ſhould be zryed 
* Fortreſs of Faith, p. 368, ſup. p. 259. 
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% thereby.” He had heard, it appears, of Boy. 
ners Plea being received upon Iſſue, and ordered 
to be tried, and the young Divine's warm Head 
was much elated upon the News, and full of Af. 
ſurance that Bonner could not fail of the Victory, 
now there was a Way opened for him to look his 
Adverſary in the Face in the Field of Battel. And 


cis makes him ſo forward as to ſay, it had been of 
late ſufficiently proved they were no Biſhops; not that 


there had heen a Trial already wherein it was 


proved by Bonner's Counſel (who never had Oc- 
caſton to prove it, becauſe it never came to a 
Trial) but that his Warmth made him ſo confi- 
dent that it would be proved, that he looked up- 
on it as proved already. So the Tranſlator under- 
ſtands him, and renders the Words b, Satis nu- 


« per de fatto probatum fuit eos juxta Leges Epiſ. 


« copos non eſſe. And Le Quien © expreſſes it 


that it was verified; an Expreſſion that might 


make one believe that there had been plain Proof 
made in Court, and entered there upon Record. 
But if there had been any thing proved, what 
muſt it be? According to what Stapleton under- 
ſtood of the Matter, it muſt have been, That 


Horne and his Brethren were conſecrated by the 


Form in King Edward's Ordinal, and therefore 
were no Biſhops, becauſe that Form was not yet 
revived by Act of Parliament. This muſt have 


been the Proof, if Stapleton had been of Bonner's 


Counſel; and could fach a Proof have been of 

any Service to Le Quien, to ſhew that Horne, &c. 

were not conſecrated by King Edward's Form? 
But the Author ſpeaks in much higher Terms 


in the Counterblaſt 4, ſuch as, in Le Quien's Judg- 


ment, cannot be underſtood of any thing leſs than 
the Ordination at the Tavern, He had faid that 
after the Act paſſed, 5 Ehkz. empowering the Bi- 
ſhops to tender the Oath of Supremacy to all 


| . Op, T. 2. p. 796. 2 Te Io P 271, 0 = 5. p. 33» 34. 
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Eecleſiaſtical Perſons, on pain of incurring a 
Premuhire if they refuſed, the Catholicks all ex- 
pected to have it tendered to them, as ſoon as 
that Parliament was riſen. The Occaſion of its 
not being tendered might perhaps, he ſays, be 
the Plague that then broke out, or the Queen's 
ſpecial Order, Goodne/s, and Mercy. “ But no 
« Thanks to You, Sir, (he ſays to Horne) who 
« ſo ſore thirſted and — for the Cat bolicts 
« Blood; and therefore as ſoon as God's Plague 
& ceaſed, - thought to have yourſelf plagued the 
« Catholicks, exacting the Oath of Mr. Dr. Bon- 
c ner Biſhop of London. But lo here now began 
« your and your Fellows the Proteſtant Biſhops 
« wonderful Plague and Scourge, That thro? your 
« own ſeeking and calling this Man to the Oath, 
e the Matter ſo marvellouſly fell out, that you 
« and your Fellows, as ye were no Church-Biſhops, 
* whole Authority ye had forſaken and defied, fa 


« ye were alſo no Parliament Biſhops. Upon the 


« which (a pitiful Caſe!) your State, your Ho- 
« nour, your Worſhip, and Biſhoply Authority, 
« your Faith and all, now refteth and dependeth. 
« A marvellous Providence of God, that while 
eye could not be content to ſpoil the true Biſhops 
« of their worldly Eſtate and Honour, but muſt 
« needs have their poor Life and all, ye yourſelves 
e were found to be no Biſhops, no not by the very 
« $/azutes of the Realm.“ | IRA 

He fays this two Years after he had declared 
in his former Works, that if Bonner's Caſe came 
to be tried, the Day would certainly be their own. 
And accordingly here, as if the Matter were de- 
cided for Bonner, againſt Horne, we have a loud 
Proclamation of a ſurprizing Victory gained on 
their Side, and a total Defeat of Horne and his 
Brethren; of a wonderful Plague and Scourge that 
he and his Fell;»ws had by the marvellous Providence 
of God, bringht upon them 9s „by calling Bonner 
OY 1 2 10 
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to the Oath. What, at firſt Sight, could we ima. 


gine to be the Meaning of this great Turn of 
Providence, but that it had brought to light a plain 
Diſcovery, that Horne, Parker, and the reſt of 
our firſt Biſhops had no other but that ſcandalous 
Ordination at the Tavern in Cheapfide ? Don't we 
ſee that if the Author were in his Senſes, that Sto- 
ry muſt have forced itſelf upon him, and obliged 


him to make an open Publication of it? Yet the 


whole of this wonderful Plague and Scourge comes 
to no more, than that they were 20 Parliament 
Biſhops ; that they were found to be no Biſhops by 
the very Statutes of the Realm. This pitiful Caſe 
(as he calls it) they would have been in, if it had 
been determined, that, being ordained by King 
Edward's Form not yet authorized, they could be 
no Biſhops in Law; for except Queen Elizabeth's 
firſt Parliament had re-eſtabliſhed that Form, 
they were illegally ordained, and ſo could not be 
Parliament Biſhops, nor Biſhops by the Statutes if 
the Realm. And if Stapleton's Words do not ne- 
ceſſarily imply that he means any thing more 
than this, by their fad and pitiful Condition; 
then it cannot, with any Logick, be inferr'd, 
that he muſt mean any thing more: But if, be- 
ſides, it plainly appears, that he affirms elſewhere 
in expreſs Terms, that the Biſhops were illegally 
ordained becauſe they were conſecrated by King 


Edward's Ordinal not yet revived, then it is im- 


ible that he could mean any thing elſe in this 
Paſſage. Tis true, that the Matter never came 
to a Trial in the Courts below, but ſlept till the 
Parliament took it in hand, and decided the Caſe 
by the Statute 8 Elix. The Biſhops therefore muſt 
have had their Plague and Scourge from that Par- 
liament; Bonner muſt (in Stapleton's Opinion) be 
acquitted there, and Horne and his Fellows caſt, 
that is, declared to be No Biſhops. Yet granting 
that to be his Opinion (contrary to the ers 
. | | 0 
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ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
of Fact) ſtill he might, nay muſt, mean nothing 
more, than that the Caſe was ſo reſolved by the 


Lords and Commons in Parliament, that King 


Edward's Ordinal had not been re-eſtabliſhed by 
Act of Parliament before Horne and Parker, Sc. 


| were conſecrated, and conſequently they were by 


Law no Biſhops till this Parliament 8 Eliz. ſhould 
reſtore the Ordinal and confirm them. That the 
Caſe was not ſo reſolved in Parliament, but re- 
ſolved on the contrary, that King Edward's Or- 
dinal was re-eſtabliſhed 1 Eliz., is plain from the 
Words of the Statute 8 Eliz.; and the Statute ſhews, 
that all that the Parliament did in favour of Bon- 
ner, was to indemnify him for his former Re- 
fuſal of the Oath, which Eſcape and Deliverance, 
from a Sentence which in ſtrict Juſtice might have 

aſſed upon him, Stapleton's Heat, over- running 
E Judgment, made him proclaim in this Paſſage 
to be a Victory on Bonner's Side. 3 | 


9. Here it may be proper, once for all, to ob- 
ſerve how much the Tranſlation of Stapleton is 
more ſerviceable to Le Quien's Purpoſe, than it 
would have been for him to have cited the Au- 
thor's own Words in the Original. I need do no 
more than !ay before the Reader the Words in 


Latin that the Tranſlator gives us, which ought. 


faithfully and exactly to anſwer the Engliſb in this 
Paſſage. The Eugliſb J have juſt before ſet down: 
The Latin is, e Nihil tibi hac in re gratiarum 
* deberi certò ſcimus, qui uſque adeo ſanguinem 
« Catholicorum ſitiebas, ut quamprimim peſtis 
e illa cœperat miteſcere, ipſe continuò ſævire in 


illos & peſtem animi teterrimam immittere co- 


« gitabas. Et primo impetu Bonnerum Epiſco- 
e pum adortus juramentum hoc illi obtuliſti. De- 
e ſxvire cœpit malitia tua, Horne, & tuorum; 


- Replica ad Horni Flatum, c. 5. Op. T. 2. p. 856. 
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ee ſed ita (diſponente Deo) in caput tuum & Fra- 
6 trum Pſendo-epiſcoporum peſtis converſa eſt. 
« Nam dum eum exagitarent, & ad ſuſcipiendum 


c juramentum omnibus modis importune urge. 


« rent, ipſi EpiscoPpi LARVATI DEPREHENSI 
&« SUNT. Eccleſiæ enim filii & vert Epiſcopi 
« efſe non potuerunt, quandoquidem Eccleſiæ 
« Dei nuntium remiſerunt: Nec Epiſcopi Par- 
« liamentaru reperiri potuerunt, nam Statuta Reg. 
« i nihil de tis adhuc Statuerant. Mirabilis Deus 
in filiis hominum. Dum lupi rapaces non con- 
« tenti veros & legitimos Paſtores authoritate, 
% opibus, honore ſpoliaſſe, vitæ etiam & animis 
« inſidiarentur, ipſi ſubſidio Parliamenti & omni 
4 juris colore deſtituti, ut Simiæ fine veſte uni- 
« verſo mundo ridendi exhibentur. It is to this 
Paſſage in the Latin (as home and deciſive to prove 
his Point) that Le Quien gives the firſt Place of all 
the Teſtimonies which he alledges from Stapleton; 
he ſets down moſt of itf, and takes care to give 
his Readers Warning not to paſs by unobſerved, 
the Expreſſion Epiſcopi Larvati deprebenſi ſunt, by 


E thoſe Words in great Letters: And his 


araphraſe upon them, and the Words juſt be- 
fore is, 8 that Stapleton informs us there That the 
has gears Biſhops, and Parker at the Head of them, 
with Horne againſt Bonner, that they were 
Parties together with Horne in the Proceſs againſt 
Bonner, that they came off with Diſgrace; that Bon- 
ner proved before the Fudges, and in the Face of all 
the World, that they had only the Maſques of Biſhops, 
and that he pulled off their Maſques ; that is, diſ- 
covered them to be Counterfeits and Impoſtors. 
If Bonner made Proof of this before the Judges, 
then it appears there was a Trial; but Le Quien 
is to be deſired to inform us of the Time and 
Place when and where this Trial was, before the 


T. 1. p. 260, 261, 263 P. 26. 
| Judges, 
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Judges, and the Jury too, who mult be there to 
try the Fact; but we don't find, that there ever 
was a Jury ſummoned, or that the Judges went 
farther than to reſolve that if the Matter were ſo, it 
ſhould be tried by a Fury. Except we take Le 
Quien's Meaning to be, that Bonner proved them 
to be Counterfeit-Bifhops before the Judges, and in 
the Face of the World, at the Bar of the Houſe of 
Lords in Parliament; but then the Father is to 
ſhew us that Bonner or his Counſel were either 
ſummoned, or had Leave upon their Petition, to 
appear at the Bar of the Lords for that purpoſe. 
But the worſt of it is, that Stapleton, who, Le 
Quien tells us, is our Informer, ſays not a Word 
of our Biſhops in Maſques, and Bonner's unmasking 


them, as appears from the original Exgliſo; but 


the Expreflion, Epiſcopi Larvati deprebenſi ſunt, 
has nothing in the Engliſb to anſwer it, but is an 
Addition in the Latin of the Tranſlator, or Tran- 
ſlators, (for two, it appears, had the Counterblaſt 
in hand) from their own Invention; tho? the Fa- 
tber lays the greateſt Streſs upon thoſe Words, 
and no queſtion thought they would bid fair to 
convince his Readers, that Stapleton ſays our Bi- 
ſhops had no better Ordination than the Mock- 
Conſecration at the Nag s-Head. The Tranflators 
take the Liberty of making further Additions to 
the Author; the firſt is after the Words, in the 
Engliſb, No Parliament Biſbops, in the Latin, Nec 
Epiſcopi Parliamentarii reperiri potuerunt ; where 
they offer a Reaſon of their own, Nam Statuta 
| Regni nibil de iis adbuc Statuerant; and to make 


room for this Addition, they leave out the follow - 


ing Clauſe, Upon which (a pitiful Caſe ) your State, &c. 
Le Quien tranſcribes the Addition, but might 
have ſeen how groundleſs it is; for if ever the 


Parliament determined any thing of our Biſnops, 


if ever they made them Parliamentary, it was 
Ann. 1566, the Year before Stapleton writ againſt 
=, S 4 > Horne; 
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Horne; ſo that he could not have ſaid, with any 
Truth, that the Statutes had as yet determined 
nothing about them. The other is in the laſt 
Clauſe of the Latin, where for e in the Begin- 
ning, the Verſion has it Lupi iti rapaces; and in 
the End, for Were found to be no Biſhops, uo not by 
the very Statutes of the Realm, the Latin is, Ipſi 
ſubſidio Parliamenti & omni juris colore deſtituti, ut 
Simie fine veſte univerſo mundo ridendi exhibentur. 
«« They having no Support from the Parliament, 
« nor Pretence of Law, as Monkeys in Purple, 
<< were diſrobed, and expoſed to be laugh'd at by 
«<< the whole World.” The Tranſlators may 
ſeem to allude to that Story in Lucian, of the Apes 
in Egypt that were taught to dance in Purple and 
Viſors, but a waggiſh Spectator throwing down 
ſome Nuts before them, the Purple and Maſks 
ſoon fell off, and the Monkeys appeared. This 
they might take to be an Improvement of their 
Author in the Tranſlation, and no Injury: But 
what can we ſay for Le Quien's producing Staples 
ton under the Mask (I may ſay) of their Additions, 
as if he laid the Author before us in his own 
Words? If he had ſeen the Author's Counterblaſt 
in Engliſb it will admit of no Excuſe ; and but 


very little if he had not. The Edition of all his 


Works in Latin we muſt believe that the Father 
had before him ; there he might have learnt from 
the ſhort Preface of the Publiſhers, Tome I. that 
the Fortreſs, Counterblaſt, &c. were writ in Engliſh 
only by the Author, and put into Latin for that 
Edition twenty Years after his Deceaſe, by Eng- 
7000 Divines employed by the Editors. And this 


e might have ſeen again in the ſecond Tome, in 


the very Title Pages h of the Propugnaculum Fidei, 


Replica ad Horni Flatum, c. where the ſame 
Account is given, with the Name, or the initial 


Þ T. 2. p. 719, 817, 1107. | | 
. Letters 


ä — W. —_- v_— ww an 


Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Judges, and the Jury too, who muſt be there to 
try the Fact; but we don't find, that there ever 
was a Jury ſummoned, or that the Judges went 
farther than to reſolve that if the Matter were ſo, it 
ſhould be tried by a Fury.” Except we take Le 
Quien's Meaning to be, that Bonner proved them 
to be Counterfeit-Biſhops before the Fudges, and in 
the Face of the World, at the Bar of the Houſe of 
Lords in Parliament; but then the Fatber is to 
ſhew us that Bonner or his Counſel were either 
ſummoned, or had Leave upon their Petition, to 
appear at the Bar of the Lords for that purpoſe. 
But the worſt of it is, that the Author Stapleton 


ſays not a Word of our Biſhops in Maſques, and 


Bonner's unmaſting them; but the Expreſſion, E- 
piſcopi Larvati deprebenſi ſunt, which Le Quien 
looks upon to be of ſo great Importance, has no- 
thing in the Original Engliſh to anſwer it, but is 
an Addition of the Tranſlators, in the Latin, 
from their own Invention, 

They take the Liberty of making farther Ad- 
ditions to the Author's Text; the firſt is after the 
Words Nec Epiſcopi Parliamentarii reperiri potue- 
runt; where they offer a Reaſon of their own, Nam 


Statuta Regni nihil de iisad huc ſtatuerant. They could 


not be Parliament-Bifhops, becauſe the Statutes of the 
Realm had not yet ordained any thing concerning them. 


Le Quien makes the Words a Proof of the Author's f T. 1. 
denying that Horne and his Brethren were conſecrated P. 262. 


by King Edward's Form, becauſe if they were, Staple- 


ton could not declare them to be no Biſhops according to 


the Manner approved of by Parliament, Q: Elizabeth's 
firſt Parliament being ſuppoſed to have re-eftabliſhed 
that Form. But here the Father impoſes upon us, as 
if Stapleton ſuppoſed this to have been done by that 
Parliament, whereas he expreſly declares the con- 


trary, s That the Statute for K. Edward's Form s Sup. p. 
was not revived in that Parliament, but that our zoo, 3ot. 


Biſhops, notwithſtanding, were ordained by that 


Form, and therefore their Ordination was. illegal. 
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The Tranſlators therefore, and the Author himſelf 
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(ſuppoſing the Words had been his) muſt mean by 

the Statutes of the Realm not having yet ordained any 

thing concerning them, nothing elſe but that noStatute 

had yet been made to approve of their being ordain- 

ed by K. Edward's Form, and therefore they were 

not ordained in the manner approved of by Parliament, 

nor could be looked upon to be Parliameni-Biſbops. 

The other is in the laſt Clauſe of the Latin, where 

in the End, for Were found to be no Biſhops, no not by 

the very Statutes of the Realm, the Latin is, Ipſi ſubſi. 

dio Parliamenti & omni juris colore deſtituti, ut Simie 
ſine veſte univerſo mundo ridendi exhibentur. They 
« having no Support from the Parliament, nor 


* Pretenceof Law, as Monkeys in Purple, were dif. 


“ robed, and expoſed to be laugh'd at by the whole 
„ World.” The Tranſlators may allude to Luci- 
an's Story of the Apes in Egypt that were taught to 
dance in Purple and Viſors, but a waggiſh SpeCta- 
tor throwing down ſome Nuts before them, the 

Purple and Maſks ſoon fell off, and the Monkeys 
appeared. This they might take to be an Improve- 
ment of their Author, and no Injury : But what 
can we fay for Le Quien's producing Stapleton 
under the Mast (I may ſay) of their Additions, 
as if he laid the Author before us in his own 
Words? If he had ſeen the Author's Counterblaſt 
in Engliſb, it will admit of no Excuſe ; and but 
very little, if he had not. The Edition of all his 
Works in Latin we muſt believe that the Father 
had before him; there he might have learnt from 
the ſhort Preface of the Publiſhers, Tome I. that 
the Fortreſs, Counterblaſt, (5c, were writ in Engliſh 
only by the Author, and put into Latin for that 
Edition twenty Years after his Deceaſe, by Eng- 
ti/þ Divines employed by the Editors. And this 
he might have ſeen again in the ſecond Tome, in 


the very Title Pages h of the Propugnaculum Fidei, 


719, 817, Replica ad Horni Flatum, c. where the ſame 


1197. 


Account is given, with the Name, or the initial 
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Ch. VIII. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
Letters of the Names, of the Tranſlators; which: 
could not well eſcape the Obſervation of any one: 
that turned to thoſe particular Books in that Tome. 
With ſo little Trouble might the Father have- 
prevented his own falling into a ridiculous Miſ- 
take, as well as impoſing upon his Readers the 
unwarrantable Interpolation of a Tranſlater, witli 
his own Comment upon it, for the Author's ge- 
nuine Text and Meaning; eſpecially, if he had 
conſidered, that at the time of the Paris Edition, 
(Ann. 1620.) Champney's Account of the Nag's- 
Head Ordination, printed at the ſame Place, had 
been made publick for ſome Years, and the Tran- 
ſlators might well be ſuſpected to be prepared by 
that Story, to make their Author appear to fa- 
vour it, and to give that Turn to any thing they 
met with in his Engliſo Works, whether they had 
good Grounds or not from his own Words; as 
appears from their Additions or Omiſſions in ſe- 
veral Places cited before. 


many times, when the Subject he was writing up- 
on, as well as his own Temper and Inclination, 
muſt unavoidably have led him to proclaim his 
Knowledge of this Fact, if it had been known to 
him, to the Chriſtian World; from his telling us! 


| Sup. p. 233, 334. * Sup. p. 239. ad p. 246. p. 255; 
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when he firſt took upon him to write, and per- 
ſiſting in it almoſt thirty Years after, thar all the 
Popiſh Biſhops, all the True Biſhops, to a Man, 
were deprived of their Biſhopricks by Queen 
Elizabeth ; which no Body could ſay that knew 
that Kitchin of Landaff kept his Biſhoprick, and 
had like to have been the principa] Actor in the 
Nag's-Head Ordination; from his exprefly affirm- 
ing ® that our Biſhops were confecrated by the 
Form in King Edward's Ordinal, a Teſtimony 
which makes it impoſſible for his Words in any 
other Place to be interpreted in a Senſe contra- 
dictory to it, in attempting which F. Le Quien 
does only make himſelf ridiculous; and laſtly, 
from its being evident, that all the Paſſages al- 
ledged by Le Quien, as if they proved, that he 
ſays our Biſhops were not ordained by any Impo- 
fition of Hands a? all, (and conſequently not by 
King Edward's Ordinal, by which the Lambeth 
Regiſter relates that they were ordained) amount 
to nothing more than that he ſays they had not" 
the Impoſition of true Biſhops Hands, which the 
Father, by a poor Fallacy, makes to be the ſame 
with their having no Impoſition of Hands at all, 
*Tis unhappy that he ſhould think it becomes him 


to play the Sophiſter in this manner, and to uſe 


this Trick to impoſe upon his Readers; but he 
had no other Way to compaſs his Deſign of ma- 
king the Author an Evidence for him, to diſprove 
the Account of the Ordination of our firſt Biſhops 
at Lambeth, and to countenance another Story of 
their being ordain'd in a ſeandalous Place, and in 
2 profane facrilegious Manner. If he had alledg- 
ed his Author, as ſaying no more than that our 
Biſhops had not the laying on of Hands of true 
Biſhops ; this would belong only to the Queſtion 
Wherher they had a valid Ordination from the 
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Hands of the proper Miniſters? But Le: Quien is 
poſitive that o this was not (as he ſays F. Courayer, 
Bramball, &c. would have it) the Queſtion: be- 
tween their Controvertiſts and ours, at that time, 
about the Ordination of our firſt Biſnops; that 
the Diſpute was not about (the Point of Right) the 
Validity or Invalidity of the Orders which they bad 
received, but (the Point of Fadt) their having been 
ordazned at all, in any Manner whatſoever. His 


Witneſſes that they had no manner of Ordination 


at all, are Biſhop Bonner, Stapleton, Harding, &c. 
Stapleton's Teſtimony he makes to be, That the 
Biſhops were made without Solemnity, without any 
Eicleſeaftical Ceremony, without any Impoſition of 
Hands, the Ceremany required by King Edward's 
Ordinal, and conſequently had no manner of Or- 
dination at all; and the Lambeth Regiſter, which 
ſays they were ordained by the Ceremonial of 
King Edward VI. is utterly falſe. If nothing of 
his Allegations from S:apleton comes up to this 
Point of Faf?, but only to the other of Rigbt; 
That they had not Impoſition of Hands from the 
proper Miniſters, that is, true Biſhops; and the 
Author might affirm this agreeably to his Prin- 
ciples, and yet not deny but that in Fact they had 
Hands really laid upon them, according to King 
Edward's Ordinal, by the Perſons. named in. the 
Lambeth Regiſter, and were ordained with that So- 
lemnity, with that Eccleſiaſtical Ceremony, with 
the Impoſition of Hands of thoſe Perſons; and if 
beſides he expreſly affirms that our Biſhops were 
conſecrated by King Edward's Form, and upon 
that Account declares their Ordination to be ille- 
gal; then I may leave it to 7 one to judge whe- 
ther all F. Le Quien's great Pains in heaping to- 
gether ſo many Citations from his Author, to 


baffle all our frivolous Diſtictiuns and Evaſions, 


. T. 1. P. 246. . 
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and to put. the Falſhood of our Regiſter out of 
diſpute, may not deſerve to be termed (in the 
Words that this Author uſes of the Proteſtant 
Ordinations) mere trifling and ridiculous. 

But it may be ſaid, This however is confeſſed, 
that Stapleton ſays they had not true Biſhops Hands 
laid upon them. He does ſo, and his Ground for 
ſaying it is, as we ſee in his Fortreſs of Faith and 
Promptuarium Catholicum, that the whole Number 
of their Paſtors, all the true Biſhops to a Man, were 
deprived, and none left having Authority to conſecrate 
Biſhops. By this it is plain he looked upon the 
Proteſtant Prelates that ſurvived Queen Mary as no 
Biſhops 3 but for what Reaſon it does not appear, 
however it is not difficult to conceive, Their 
own Hereſy and Schiſm, and their being ordained 
by Hereticks and Schiſmaticks ; their not having 
the Pope's Confirmation ; their being ſome of 
them ordained by a Ceremonial never uſed before 
in the Church, and by a Form which he might, 
tho' he does not fay ſo, take to be eſſentially de- 
fective and infufficient to confer the Order; their 
— reſigned their Biſhopricks, or been de- 
pu of them, and not yet reſtored, and con- 
equently not poſſeſſed of any Epiſcopal Sees; 
and (not to forget one Reaſon more of Weight 
with him) their being married, which he thinks 
enough to reduce any Biſhop to no higher Degree 
than that of a Layman, as he tells Horne p: Voſ- 
met ipſos matrimoniis veſtris contrabendis pror ſus lai- 
cos efficitis. Theſe might be ſufficient Reaſons 


with him to look upon them not to be True, or 


Canonical, or Legal Biſhops. But ſuppoſe he 
had been in the right, what is the Conſequence? 
That ſome of them, Barlow, Scory, c. never 
laid their Hands upon Parker; or, That the lay- 
ing on of their Hands could not give him a valid 
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and canonical and legal Ordination? The laſt is 
all the Inference that can be drawn from that Sup- 
poſal, and it belongs only to the Point of Right, 
whether Parker's Ordination were valid by Chriſt's 
Inftitution, the Canons of the Church, and the 
Laws of the Land; in all which Reſpects it may 
be granted that Stapleton, in ſome Place or other, 
takes upon him to reje& the Ordination of our 
Biſhops 3 but there is not one Paſſage in him, as 
has been ſhewed, that can be drawn to prove the 
other Point of Fact, that Barlow, Scory, c. 
never laid their Hands on Parker, or that the 
Office JING in King Edward's Ordinal was 
not performed by thoſe Perſons, in order to con- 
fer upon Parker the Epiſcopal Character. | 
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CHAP. IX. 
State of the Sueſtim relating to Harding. Le 


Quien's Argument from his declaring that 
' the Proteſtants had no Conſecrated Biſhops, 
His ſaying ſo does not prove that be denies 
that they ad any Ordination at all, but that 
1 125 ere, ordained by true ene gd The 
_ Remarker's Way of arguing upon the 
Ground. The T -# flor * Had. 
ing ſays, That they had no Conſecrated Bi. 
ſhops. © Harding's Queſtions to Jewell about 
his Vacation. His Demand of him to prove 
his Right and Authority to execute the Of. 
ice of Biſhop ſhews he did not intend to deny 
the Fatt of Jewell's Ordination. Harding's 
Deſtions no more than theſe two, How, and 
By Whom, Jewell was conſecrated. Le 
Quien and the Remarker add to more, 
When, and Where. Proved fully from the 
5 Author 's Queſtions 70 Jewell, and his Rea- 
bens for them, that he never had any Thought 
of denying the Fact (but only the V. ality 
and Lawfulneſs) of Jewell's Ordination. The 
fame proved from the like Queſtions put by 
bim to himſelf, about his receiving the Order 
of Deacon in King Edward's time. Le 
Quien's Way of arguing from Harding“ 
Queſtions to Jewell. His Argument, That 
Harding's denying Jewell was conſecrated by 
Three Biſhops, ſhews the Regiſter to be falſe, 
.” becauſe it gives Jewell's Conſecrators the Ti- 


tle of Biſhops, The Ridiculouſneſs of L. 
a 


\ 


Ch. N. 5 examined and confuted. 


of reaſoning. The Remarket's Way 9; 
from Harding's Queſtions to Jewell. 
mh. ttempt to prove that Barlow was not 
Parker's eee by a Disjunctive, That 
either he was not his Conſecrator, or he was 
not à true Bi His Hy ument that he 
was not Parker's Conſecrator, from Harding“ 
objecting that all the Ordination that Par- 
ker and the reſt could pretend to was only 
| from the New Miniſters. This Argument 
would be a Proof, that Parker and our firſt 
Biſhops were ained by none but themſelves, 
according to the Account we have in the 


Nag's-Head Story. Harding's Inſtances of 


other Caſes, which he makes parallel to Jewell's, 
ſhews that he bad no Deſign to deny the Fatt 
of his Ordination. 


Hat has been ſaid of Stapleton, will make 

it more eaſy to ſhew that Harding, who 
is the other Writer, whoſe Teſtimony they pre- 
tend to alledge with ſo great Confidence, cannot 
be made a Witneſs againſt the Truth of the Ac- 
count of our firſt Ordinations, in the Lambeth 
Regiſter, The Reader will more clearly ſee it, if 
he carry in his Mind the State of the Queſtion, 
the Difference between the Point of Right, That 
our Biſhops had a valid, or canonical, or ! 


Ordination; that is, were ordained by ſuch Per- 1 


ſons, and in ſuch Manner, as the Inſtitution of 


Chriſt and his Apoſtles, the Canons of the Church, 


or the Laws of the Land, required them to be 
and the Point of Fact, . That they were actually 
ordained according to the Account in the Regiſ- 
ter, that 1 is, by ſuch Perſons, and in ſuch Manner, 
as it is related there in the Acts of their Conſecra- 
tion. That they were not in fact thus ordained, 
| * is 
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is the Thing which Le Quien, and after him the 
Author of the Remarks upon F. Le Courayer, 
pretend to prove from Harding's Teſtimony, and 
it is incumbent upon them to prove it, becauſe let 
that Author ſay what he will of their having no 
Ordination in the other Reſpects, whether it relate 
to any eſſential, or canonical, or legal Defect in 
the Perſons conſecrating, or in the Manner and 
Form of the Conſecration, it will not amount to 
a Diſproof of the Truth of the Regiſter, that is, 
to a Denial of their being ordained by the Per- 
ſons named in the Acts of Conſecration, or by 
the Manner and Form ſet down there. But it will 
ſoon appear that all that they alledge from Hard- 

Ing, comes to no more than that he ſays the Or- 

dinations either were not legal, or not canonical, 

or at the moſt not true and valid; without his de- 
nying that they were in fact ſuch as the Regiſter 
relates them to be, that is, performed by the Per- 
ſons named in the Regiſter, and in the Manner 


and Form preſcribed by King Edward's Ordinal, 


as the Acts in the Regiſter relate. . 
Le Quien, when he is going to produce the 
Paſſages from Harding, tells us, He, as well as 
Stapleton and Bonner, call in queſtion our Biſhops 
having bad any Ordination whatſoever : And ſays 
preſently, that Harding is the moſt plain and ex- 
preſs, and punttual upon this Article; Le plus net 
& le plus formel, are his Words, How he is fo, 
LeQuien' he proceeds to ſhew: He proves to the Engliſh, 


Argument (Le Quien lays) that their Epiſcopacy is abſolutely 


— 1 null, becauſe their firf Biſhops, and eſpecially Par- 
Ss — ker their Metropolitan, were ordained by Perſons 
that the who had neither the Epiſcopal Order nor Charafter. 
Prete- Let us fee firſt what Authority he has from the 


flants Lad Author to vouch him for this. The Place he 


-_ _ cites is in the Beginning almoſt of Harding's Con- 


ops: 
el T. 1. p. 289, 290. 
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furation of the fifth Chapter of the ſecond Part of 


Jewels Apology 3 and his Words there are the 
Ground of the following Diſpute between him 
and Jewell, about our Orders. I ſhall ſer down 


the Place at large, with the Words preceding and 


following Le Quien's Citation. b Whatſoever 
« ye mean by your Miniſter and that Office, this 
« we are aſſured of, that in this your New Church, 
« Biſhops, Prieſts, Deacons, Sub-Deacons, or 
« any other inferior Orders, ye have none. In 
« ſaying this I ſpeak not of our Apoſtates, that 


_ & be fled from us to your Congregations 3 who, 


eas they remain in the Order which they received 
« jn the Catholick Church, ſo being divided and 
« cut off from the Church, and excommunicate, 
« lawfully they may not miniſter the Sacraments. 
« For — after the Doctrine of your new 
« Goſpel, like the Fore-runners of Antichriſt, ye 
« have abandoned theexternal Sacrifice and Prieſt- 
« hood of the New Teſtament, and have not in 
« your Sect conſecrated Biſhops, and therefore 
« being without Prieſts made with lawful laying 
« on of Hands, as Scripture requireth, all holy 
« Orders being given by Biſhops only, how can 


« ye ſay that any among you can lawfully mini- 


« ſter, or that ye have any lawful Miniſters at 
« all?” Here it is plain that he rejects all the 
Orders of our Church, Biſhops, Prieſts, and 
Deacons, except of ſuch as came over from their 
Church to ours, whom he allows to retain the Or- 
der which they had received before, but deprives 
them of a lawful Power to execute the Functions 
of their Order. It is plain likewiſe that he rejects 
the Orders of our Prieſts, becauſe they are not 


ordained to the Prieſthood of the New Teſtament, to 


offer the external Sacrifice; and the Orders of both 


o Jewell's Defence of the Apology, Ann. 1600. NS ; 
Harding's Detection, fol. 193. b. 9. P 9 
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our Biſhops and Prieſts (and Deacons too he might 
have added) becauſe we had not in our SefF conſe- 
crated Biſhops, by whom only all holy Orders can be 
given. He does therefore declare our Epiſco 
and Prieſthood to be null ; but what does F. Le 
Quien mean by abſolutely null? Does he mean rea]- 
ly null, and invalid, and of no Effect to confer 
the Power that ſhould be received in theſe Orders? 
If he does, this is no more than denying the Vali- 
dity of the Ordination, and not calling the Fact 
in queſtion. Or does he mean null in all reſpects 
whatſoever, to anſwer what he told us before, that 
Harding, as Stapleton and Bonner do, calls in queſ- 
tion our Biſhops having any Ordination whatſoever ? 
If this be his Meaning (as it muſt be to come 
home to his Point) he has no Authority for it 
from theſe Words of the Author, and it appears 
he has not, by his own Confeſſion. Harding, he 
This dies ſays, proves our Epiſcopacy to be abſolutely null, be- 
not prove cauſe our firſt Biſhops, eſpecially Parker our Metro- 
_ 1 %, pottan, were ordained by Perſons who had not the 
had 1 Epiſcopal Order and Character. Is this abſolute 
Ordinati- Nullity (as he calls it) a Nullity in all reſpects 
ox at all, whatſoever, or in one reſpect only, their having 
but that been ordained by Perſons who themſelves were 
- 7... not true Biſhops? Does his Author, or he for him, 
by true Five any other Reaſon why our Epiſcopacy is null? 
Biſhops. And can their being ordained by Perſons who 
were not true Biſhops imply, that * they had no 
“ Ordination whatſoever, no Perſons that laid 
&« Hands upon them, no Solemnity, no Eccleſi- 
« aſtical Ceremony, no Impoſition of Hands at 
« all, no Conſecration, either by the Roman Pon- 
« tifical, or ſo much as King Edward's Ordinal, 
but that having the Queen's Letters Patents no- 
* minating them to be Biſhops, they (being true 
« Zwinglians, and Calviniſts, and Eraſtians all 
together) without ſtaying for any thing more 
« to be done, took Poſſeſſion of their Epiſi 
wo | 66 Sees? 
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« Sees?” This is Le Quien's Ordination abſo- 
lutely null, no Ordination whatſoever; which he af- 
firms Parker and our firſt Biſhops to have had, 
and pretends to prove it indiſputably, from the 
Teſtimonies of Bonner, Stapleton, Harding, Gc. 
But how does he prove it from this firſt Teſtimo- 
ny of Harding? He proves it from Harding's ſay- 
ing they were ordained by Perſons who had not 


the Epiſcopal Order; his declaring their Epiſcopa- 
cy to be null in this reſpect, is (as Le Quien would 


have us beheve) declaring it to be null abſolutely 
and in all reſpects. Does it not appear that the 
Father impoſes upon us here with the ſame kind 


of Sophiſtry which I have before ſhewed he uſes, _ 


almoſt in every one of the Places which he al- 
ledges from e Stapleton ? that he argues very falla- 
ciouſly, from both theſe Authors ſaying that our 
Prelates had not the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands, 
to their ſaying that they had no Impoſition of 
Hands a? all; from their denying that they were 
ordained by Biſhops, to their denying that they 
had any Ordination at all; that is, that they had 
Hands Jaid upon them by any Perſons whatſoever, 
Biſhops, or nor. | 
Beſides, Le Quien's own Words carry their 
Confutation with them. Harding, he ſays, proves 
their Epiſcopacy to be null, becauſe they were ordain- 
ed by Perſons who had neither the Epiſcopal Order 
wor Character. Is it poſſible for Harding to mean 
by this that they had no Ordination whatſoever, 


that is, were not ordained at all by any Perſons? 


Does not his Denial of the Validity of their Ordi- 
nation, becauſe they were ordained by ſuch Per- 
ſons, ſuppoſe that they were ordained by ſuch 
Perſons? Could he ſay they were ordained by 
ſuch Perſons, and yet mean that they were or- 


dained by no Perſons? So plainly does Le Quien 


© Sup. p. 261. 
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make his Author contradi& himſelf, by his vain 
Attempt to make his Denial of the Yalidity paſs 
for a Denial of the Fat of their Ordination. 

Let me aſk further, Is not the Father diſprov- 
ing the Account of their Ordination, in the Lam- 
beth Regiſter, from Harding's Authority, in order 
to make him a Witneſs of the Truth of another 
Relation, which he is willing we ſhould believe 
to be more authentick, of the Conſecration at the 
Nag's-Head ? And does he then make his Author 
ſay that our firſt Biſhops, and Parker eſpecially, 
were ordained by Perſons, by more than one ſingle 
Perſon? Is not this againſt the Faith of Hiſtory, 
if we allow the Relation in their Hiſtorians, Sa- 
croboſco, Champney, c. to deſerve that Name? 
Do they not all agree that there was no Perſon 
that gave them the Order but one only, Scory of 
Hereford? except that the firſt imperfect Account 
in Conſtable's MS. makes him uncertain whether 
Barlow did not aſſiſt Scory; but all the reſt that 
come after Conſtable leave out Barlow, and make 
the Conſecrator a ſingle Perſon. Can Le Quien 

retend that Parker was firſt conſecrated alone by 
bimſelf, and ſo might be conſecrated by one Per- 
ſon, and then proceed to conſecrate others, and 
after that have their Aſſiſtance to join with him in 
conſecrating Jewell and the reſt. This is what 
the Father diſcovers ſome Inclination to make us 
believe, by what he ſays here, Parker the Metro- 
politan eſpecially, That Parker was firſt conſecrated 


at the Tavern alone by himſelf ; but the Hiſtory 


will not admit of it, all the Writers telling us 
that ſeveral others (tho? with great Difference in 
the Names and Number) were conſecrated by 
Scory together with Parker, at the ſame time. So 
eaſy is it for a Man of Learning and Judgment 
to trip or ſtumble very unluckily, when he 1s not 
upon even and firm Ground, and when he takes 


upon him to be an Advocate for a lying _— to 
| e 
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ſhew before he is aware, that he has not ſo good 
a Memory as his Subject requires. : 


2. The Remarker has this Paſſage 4 of Harding The Re- 
in full as I have ſet it down; but when he comes marker's 
to make uſe of it, what he infers from it is in a 0 Har- 
manner nothing more than that the Author denies ©, 3 = 
the Validity of our Biſhops Ordinations: And the Ground. 
like Inference he makes before e from another Paſ- 
ſage which he cites. But had he ſo ſoon forgot 
what he had (no more than two Pages almoſt, be- 
fore theſe two Citations) propoſed for the Subject 
of all this and the following Section, to prove 
from * the Objections of the Catholick Controvertiſts, 
that the Lambeth Regiſter is incredible? Is not this 
the whole Bufineſs that he takes upon him there? 

Should not then his Concluſion from theſe and all 
the other Places which he alledges from Harding, 
be this Propoſition which he firſt laid down, or to 
the ſame effect, That it is plain from the Objecti- 
ons of that Controvertiſt, that the Regiſter is incre- 
dible? But inſtead of that, we have hitkerto no- 
thing more, but that it appears from theſe Ob- 
jections that Harding denies the Validity of the 
Ordinations, which, if he believed that the Pro- 
teſtants had no conſecrated Biſhops, he might de- 
ny, and yet confeſs notwithſtanding that the Re- 
giſter is true; that is, that the Perſons who it ſays 
were (for inſtance) Jewell's and Parker's Conſecra- 
tors, acted as true Biſhops (tho* they were none in 
his Opinion) and laid their Hands upon Fewell 
and Parker, and performed the whole Office pre- 
{cribed in King Edward's Ordinal for the Conſe- 
cration of Arch-Biſhops and Biſhops. So it ap- 
pears, that the Inference he makes from Harding's 
Words, is utterly impertinent and unapplicable to 
his Purpoſe, which was to make uſe of that Wri- 


P. 56, 57. © P. 55, f P. 53. 
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ter's Authority to deſtroy the Credit of the Re. 
giſter. _ 

But he has one, his laſt, Inference, which he 
ſays s ts chiefly lo be obſerved, and may ſeem to be 
more pertinent, and to come near to a Diſproof 
of the Fact of Parker's Ordination. It is that 
« ſince Harding ſays they have no conſecrated Bi. 
« ſhops, he muſt either have known that Barlo 
e and Hodgskins were never truly conſecrated, or 
« that they did not perform the Conſecration of 
« Parker.” He muſt either have known; his 


Inference ſhould have been, that thoſe Words of 
Harding imply as much as if he had faid, not that 


they imply he muſt have known it; for he might 
ſpeak more than he knew, without wy Know- 
ledge of the Truth of what he ſaid; or he might 
ſpeak contrary to his Knowledge, and ſay that 
which he knew himſelf not to be true; 1 
we are only to conſider what the Words imply 
that he muſt ſay, and this, if we believe the Re- 
marker, is, that Barlow and Hodgskins were either 
no true Biſhops, or elſe they were not Parker's 
Conſecrators. Here it appears that he is ſenſible 
the thing which he is proving ought to be the 
Falſhood of the Lambeth Regiſter, and he makes 
Shew of attempting to prove it from Parker's not 
being conſecrated by two of the Perſons related 


there to have been his Conlecrators ; but does it 


in a Way peculiar to himſelf, by a Disjunctive, 
That either they were not true Biſhops, or elſe 
they did not conſecrate Parker. The one or other 
of theſe two he would oblige us to believe upon 
Harding's Authority; but it we grant him the 
former, that they were not (in Harding's Opinion) 
true Biſhops, then we are excuſed from granting 
the latter, that Harding denies them to have been 
Parker's Conſecrators; and how much nearer are 


CP. 57, 58. 


we 


«ak _ a. 


Ch. N. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


we then to be convinced that Harding's Words are 


a Diſproof of the Truth of Parker's Regiſter? _ 


This is an extraordinary Way of Reaſoning, and 
much to the Remarker's Purpoſe. 

It appears more to be ſo, by his making this 
disjunctive Propoſition the neceſſary Conſequence 
from his Author's Words. The Words are, 27 
have not in your Seft conſecrated Biſhops. The plain 
and direct Conſequence (if Harding ſaid this abſo- 
lutely without Exception) is, That, in his Opi- 
nion, thoſe Proteſtants, Barlow and Hodgskins, 
and the other two that are pretended to have con- 
ſecrated Parker, and Parker himſelf and thoſe 
that with him are reported to have conſecrated 
Jewell and Horne, and the reſt of the Proteſtant 
Prelates, were not Conſecrated Biſhops: Or if we 
put it in the Disjunctive, the Conſequence is, That 
either they were not conſecrated Biſhops, or if 


they were conſecrated Biſhops, then they were 


not Proteſtants, not of our Sect. Theſe are the 
natural and immediate Conſequences from Hard- 
ing's Words: But I am at a Loſs how to find that 
the Remarker*s Disjunctive can be a Conſequence, 


That they either were not true Biſhops, or elſe they 


did not conſecrate Parker or Jewell, &c. However, 
he has ſome Meaning, and to find it out would be 
a Satisfaction. It ſeems to be, that his Author's 
Words imply a Denial of Parker's being conſe- 
crated by true Biſhops; conſequently Barlew and 
Hodgskins, Sc. that are reported to be his Conſe- 
crators, either were no true Biſhops, or if the 

were true Biſhops they did 'not perform Parker's 
Conſecration : now Harding knew that Barlow and 
Hodgskins had true Conſecration in their Church, 


conſequently, if he denied that Parker's Conſe- 
crators had true Conſecration, he muſt mean that 


Barlow and Hodgskins were none of the Perſons 
that conſecrated Parker. This may look like an 
Argument : But is not the Ground of Harding's 
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being made to affirm that Parker was not conſe. 
crated by true Biſhops, his ſaying that the Prote- 
ſtants had not in heir Seft conſecrated Biſhops? And 
were not Barlow and Hodgskins two of that Sect, 
that is, Proteſtants? Then it will come to nothing 
more than that they were, in his Opinion, not 
conſecrated Biſhops, not but that they might not- 
withſtanding be Parker's Conſecrators. 


Ne Truth But before we leave this Paſſage of Harding, 


it may be proper to conſider his Words a little 
farther, wherein he appears to affirm poſitively, 
as a thing certain, that the Proteſtants had not 


Prote- any conſecrated Biſhops of their Sect. If he ſaid 
Aants had this without any Reſerve or Exception, it proves 


wo cone. him to be much ſuch a kind of Hiſtorian as his 
crated Bi- 


; Brother Stapleton, h who tells us that all their Bi- 
Hops to a Man were deprived, and no one left having 
Power to conſecrate Biſbops; forgetting that Kitchin 
of Landaff was not deprived, but left with a 
Power of conſecrating others, and had like to 
have been Parker's Conſecrator, if the Nag's-Head 
Story be true. And is not Harding guilty of the 
ſame Forgetfulneſs? Does he not call Landaff i a 
Fool for coming over to our Sect? and make him 
for that Reaſon (as Le Quien ſays) k a falſe Man, 
by Apoſtacy and going from his Faith and Religion; 
tho* yet he owns him to be (as he underſtands) a 
true Biſhop by Conſecration ? Could he then, if he 
thought of this Man, (whom he could not but 
think of, if he knew any thing of the Nag's-Head 
Story) ſay that we had no conſecrated Biſhops of 
our Sect, and yet own that Landaff came over to 
our Sect, and that he was a rue Biſhop by Conſe- 
cration? Sanders, after him, ſays we had not three 
nor two Biſhops of our Seft conſecrated before by other 
Biſhops; and Fitz. Simon, that we had not three, 
nor two, nor one, tho? he afterwards corrects him- 


3 Sup. p. 249. Sup. P. 250. * Le Quien, T. 1. p. = 
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ſelf, and excepts Landaff: But I have ſhewed that 
what both of them ſay is falſe, and that | of ſeven 
that were in Commiſſion to confirm and conſecrate 
Parker, there were four that performed the Of- 
fice of confirming and conſecrating him, and 
that. thoſe four were themſelves conſecrated before 
by other Biſhops. This I need not repeat again 
to confute Harding, becauſe if this were his poſi- 
tive Aſſertion, he confutes it himſelf, by owning 
that one Biſhop, truly conſecrated, came over to 
our Sect. But to do him Right, he has an Ex- 
ception that ſaves his Credit in this Particular. His 
firſt Words almoſt in the Paſſage which we are 
conſidering, are, that Biſhops, Prieſts, Deacons, &c. 
we have none; the next Words are, * In ſayi 

this we ſpeak not of our Apoſtates, &c. of whom he 
lays they remain in the Order which they received, 
but being cut off from the Church and excommunicate, 
lawfully they may not miniſter the Sacraments ; that 
is, not execute the Functions of their Orders. 
And might not Barlow and Hodgskins, (the firſt of 
whom eſpecially had more than once or twice 
changed his Religion, and gone over firſt from 


them to the Proteſtants, then relapſed to them in 


Queen Mary's time, to fave his Life, and when 
he was got out of the Realm into a ſafe Place, 
returned again to the Proteſtant Religion) might 
not theſe be looked upon by Harding to be (be- 
ſides Landaff) ſome of their Apoſtate Biſhops? 
and then how will the Remarker argue from Hard- 
ing's Words that he denies Barlow and Hodgskins to 
be conſecrated Biſhops? Thar he denies that they 
could lawfully execute their Functions muſt be 
granted, as he looked upon them to be ſome of 


their Apoſtates, but then he cannot be concluded 


to deny that they were conſecrated Biſhops, 
Sup. P. 39, 4% . Sup. p. 377 
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2ueftions Grounds which he had laid down in the former 
to Jewell Paſſage, (That the Exgliſb Proteſtants had not ths 


about his 
Vocation. 


Name and Office of a Biſhop ? 
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external Sacrifice or Prieſthood of the New Teſtament, 
and that they had not in their Sect conſecrated Biſhops, 
n This being ſo, he proceeds to oppoſe Jewell's Con- 
ſeience, as he expreſſes it, that is, to put ſome 
Queſtions to him, firſt about his Succeſſion, and 
then of his Vocation. The latter, about his Vo. 
cation, are thoſe perplexing and confounding 

ueſtions, as our Adverſaries take them to be, 
ſuch as they tell us with the greateſt Confidence 
that Jewell neither could nor durſt anſwer, be- 
cauſe he was under a Conviction that he was not 
conſecrated in ſuch a manner as we pretend now 
to ſhew from the Lambeth Regiſter, but his Con- 
ſcience told him that he had really no better Or- 
dination than that at the Tavern. The Words 
are, „ © To come to your Vocation ; how fay 
« you, Sir? You bear yourſelf as tho? you were 
« Biſhop of Salisbury. But how can you prove 


your Vocation? By what Authority uſurp you 


& the Adminiſtration of Doctrine and Sacraments? 
& What. can you alledge for the Right and Proof 
„ of your Miniſtry? Who hath called you? 
Who hath laid Hands upon you? By what Ex- 
% ample hath he done it? How, and by whom, 
t are you conſecrated? Who hath ſent you? 
„ Who hath committed to you the Office you 
'© take upon you? Be you a Prieſt, or be you 
* not? If you be not, how dare you uſurp the 

it you be, tell 
« us who gave you Orders? The Inſtitution of a 
4 Prieſt was never yet but in the Power of a Bi- 
« ſhop. Biſhops have always after the Apoſtles 
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time been conſecrated by three other Biſhops, 
« with the Conſent of the Metropolitan, and 
« Confirmation of the Biſhop of Rome. 
The Reader may obſerve, in the Introduction Hardinge, 
to the Queſtion, Who hath called you ? and thoſe Demand ' 
that follow, Fewell is aſked, «+ How can you for bim 16 
« prove your Vocation? By what Authority uſurp Nia an 
« you the Adminiſtration of Doctrine and Sacra- Authority 
cc ments? What can you alledge for the Right and to execute 
« Proof of your Miniſtry?*”* Here we have a the Office 
plain Account from the bold Challenger himſelf, of Biſhops 
what was his Intent. Whether to call in queſtion 7 ,,; 1. 
the Facts, or not rather either the Lawfulneſs, or tend to de- 
the Validity, of his Adverſary's Conſecration. He ny the Tad 
demands to know what Right and Authority he has Y bis Or- 
to bear himſelf as if be were Biſhop" of Salisbury? es. 
If FewelPs ſhewing that in fact he had received 
Impoſition of Hands from ſome Perſons, to give 
him the Epiſcopal Order, would have been a ſuf- 
ficient Anſwer to this Demand, then we may be- 
lieve that Harding's Meaning was to call him to an 
Account as to the Fa#: But if ſuch an Anſwer 
would not be ſufficient to prove his Right and Au- 
thority, without proceeding to prove farther that 
the Perſons who laid Hands upon him were true 
Biſhops, and qualified, by having the Order 
themſelves, to confer the ſame Order upon him, 
with a Right and Authority to enter upon the Ex- 
erciſe of the Epiſcopal Function; if he was ob- 
liged not only to give the Fact in Evidence, but 
allo to ſhew that his Conſecrators had Power to 
my him a lawful and valid Conſecration, then it 
ollows that Harding's Demand was that he ſhould 
prove the Validity and Lawfulneſs, and not bare) 


before declared that the Proteſtants had no Conſe- 
crated Biſhops, nor Perſons qualified to confer the 
Holy Orders upon any others. Suppoſe now 
Jewell, to ſatisfy his Demand, had produced = 


% 
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Act of his Conſecration, and named the Publick 


Notaries by whom it was drawn up and ſigned, 
and every Witneſs that was preſent and was ſtill 
living, and ready to atteſt that he ſaw and heard 
the Ceremony of his Conſecration performed; 
and that thereby he had made it appear that he 


had in fact Impoſition of Hands from four of the 


Proteſtant Clergy ; would this have been enough 
to ſilence, or in Reaſon to ſatisfy, his Antagonilt? 


Would he not have thought he had good Grounds | 


to ridicule and _— that Prelate with his uſual 
Air of Haughtineſs and Infolence? „ Is this your 


% Method of proving your Vocation ? that you 


« had Hands laid upon you by ſome of the Pro- 
« teſtants? Did I not tell you that you had not 
«« one true Biſhop of your Se? And could any 
< other but a true Biſhop give you a valid Con- 
« ſecration? P Could any of your Miniſters, or how- 
& fſorver elſe you call them, give that to you which 
« be has not hin ? You tell me that ſuch and 
c ſuch Perſons gave you Ordination: But are 
« you ſo weak as to think that an Action per- 
« formed by any fort of Perſon whatſoever, is, 
« by virtue of its being done, to be looked up- 
«* on as if it were done by good Authority? And 
« if it be not done by good Authority, is it of 
« any Force or Effect? Shew me therefore that 
« thoſe Perſons were Conſecrated Biſhops, and 
% thereby had Power and Authority to give you 


« the Order, and then I ſhall not diſpute your 
«© having had from them a true and valid Voca: 
tion, and a Right and Authority to act as a 
% Biſhop in the Church; but otherwiſe you can- 


& not be looked upon as having received the E- 
„ piſcopal Order or Character, or as having any 
« Right or Authority to bear your ſelf as if you 
0 werea Biſhop.” Le Quien may ſee here what 


P Detection, fol. 197. a 
ſort 


ch. IX. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


fort of Reply Jewell muſt have had from Harding 
to his Anſwer, if it had been only the Plea of 
Fact: And how he impoſes upon us, when he 
ſays more than once, 4 that if he had bur pro- 
duced the AF of his Conſecration, it would have 
effectually ftopt the Mouth of his Adverſary ; and 
ſays the ſame elſewhere, that it would have fi- 
lenced Bonner and Stapleton, if Horne's and Par- 
ter's Acts of Conſecration in the Regiſter had 
been made publick at the proper time. 

F. Le Quien ſeems to give us this Place of 
Harding's entire, from his Confutation of the Apo- 
logy, in- one continued Citation of the Words in 
Engliſh, except that in the End, after three Biſhops, 
he leaves out thoſe Words (which he might have 
no Reaſon to add) with the Conſent of the Metro- 
politan, and the Confirmation of the Bib of Rome. 
But if his Tranſcript be compared with mine, it 
will appear that after the Words, How can yon 
prove your Vocation ? he leaves out (without tel- 
ling us that he does it, or the Reaſon why) thoſe 
two Demands or Queries of Harding, / what. 


Authority, &c. and What can you alledge for your 
Right, &c. from which I have juſt now been ar- 

uing. If my arguing from them be right, we 
fe a good Reaſon that might tempt the Father to 
paſs them over in his Citation. He had the whole. 
Paſſage, no queſtion, lying before him; and we 
may preſume he had conſidered the Parts of it 
when he read them; and I ſhall only ſay that I 
believe, that if he had ſeen that thoſe two Clauſes 
which he omits imply that the Author denies the 
Fact of Jewell's Conſecration, as clearly as I think 
I have proved that they have quite another Mean- 
ing, he would have given them the ſame Place in 


his Citation which they have in the Author, The 
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; Remarker t does ſo, without obſerving that this 
Part of his, Citation makes againſt him: But 7, 
Quien was prepared and reſolved to make the Dif. 
pute not to be about the Point of Right but 
Fact, as we ſhall ſee when we come to his Way 

of arguing from the Queſtions in the Author, 


Harding? 4. Theſe Queſtions, Vo hath called you, e. 
Nueftions tho? to one that is not acquainted with Harding's 
ee Talent (of ſpinning out what he has to ſay to 3 
os ant * Length, by a 3 of Words and 
by Whom, Variety of Expreſſions to the ſame effect) they 
were you may ſeem to be many different Interrogatories, 
_ yet they are really but /2wo Queſtions, and both 
_— comprized by the Author himſelf in this one, 
How, and by Whom, are you conſecrated * Who, 

with all the Predicates annexed to it, called you, 

laid Hands upon you, conſecrated you, ſent you, com- 

mitted the Office to you, (except theſe Words ſigni- 

fy ſo many different particular Acts in the Cere- 

mony of Conſecration) make all together nothing 

more than this ſingle Queſtion, Ibo, or what 

Perſon, gave you-the Order? The other Queſtion, 

How, with one Variation, After what Example, is 

no more than, In what Manner did he give you 

the Order? The Author, as I ſaid, gives us, as 

a Queſtion diſtinct from the reſt, both theſe two 

put r How, and by Whom, are you conſe- 

crated Which Queſtion might have gone alone 

by itſelf to as good Purpoſe, and have ſaved fo 

much of his Pains, and as much of the Reader's 
Trouble; but it would not then have made a 

Shew of as many Proofs as there were Queſtions, 

againſt Jewell's Ordination, and either of fully 
convincing, or of perplexing, diſtracting, and 

utterly confounding his unhappy Adverſary. But 

I have another Reaſon to be willing to wi the 
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Reader that there are no more than π Queſtions, Le Quien 
becauſe our preſent Controvertiſts, Le Quien and -_ = 
the Remarker, take upon them to enlarge the 1 
Number. The former adds one, the Queſtion ore, 
ben? and the latter two, * hen? and Where? When, 
If we aſk what Authority they have from Hard) anus 
ing for theſe Additions, they muſt be more filent Where. 
| than they pretend that Jewell is in his Anſwer to 
Harding's Queſtions; for there is not a Word in 
the Queſtions above ſet down of When, or Where, © 
If it be ſaid they ſpeak of others that aſk theſe * 
Queſtions, and not of Harding, the Caſe will rather © 
be worſe ; for Stapleton * does not appear to aſk _ .. 
any other but the Queſtion, Tho; that is, What 
True Biſhops? And Bonner much the ſame, Nat 
Arch-Biſhop, or four Biſhops * Neither have they. _ 
any Precedent from the Writers before them. 
Fitzberbert y, who is the firſt that ſhewed them 
this Way of managing the Argument, ſays na 
more but that Harding and Stapleton urged Jewell *' 
and Horne to ſhew How, and by Whom, they wers _ 
made Biſhops. And the very Author of the * Nui. 
ity of the Prelatick Clergy, ſays that their Catholick 
Doors, Stapleton, Harding, &c. preſſed our Pre, 
lates frequently and earneſtly to make good their Con- 
ſecration, to ſhew How, and by Whom, they received 
the Epiſcopal Order. So that theſe two additional 
Queſtions, which make the Number double to 
what it is in any before them, are the Fruit of 
Le Quien's and the Remarker's own Invention, 
who were not willing the Argument ſhould want 
any Improvement as it paſſed thro? their Hands; 
and the latter had a very good Meaning in the 
Addition of the Queſtion Where? that the cre- 
dulous Reader might be led into a Belief, that our 
Biſhops durſt not anſwer this Queſtion about the 
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Place, for fear of being obliged to confeſs that 


they had their Conſecration not at Lambeth, but 
at the Nag's-Head. 


Dat 4. But to come now to conſider Harding's two 
Harding Queſtions, (for the firſt, as I have ſhewed, hoy. 
8 bad ever multiplied in the Expreſſion, is no more than 
Thought one) we are to ſee whether they imply a Denial 
e denying of the Fact of FewelPs Conſecration, or of his be- 
the Fat ing either canonically and lawfully, or truly and va. 
— _ lidly conſecrated : And I hope I ſhall make it ap- 
dity and Pear that the Words do not neceſſarily imply a 
Lawful- Denial of the former, but may be interpreted of 
we/:) of his denying only the latter, which is enough for 
—_— our Purpoſe; but I ſhall ſhew beſides, that Hard- 
on proved ing certainly meant in theſe Queſtions to deny not 
all, frm the Fact, but either the Lawfulneſs or the Validi 
his Queſti- of his Adverſary's Conſecration. I may a 
= _ touching the firſt Queſtion, as I did in Stapletor's 
fons for Caſe*, Is it, Had you any Call, or Miſſion, or 
them, Impoſition of Hands, or Conſecration, from any 
Perſon? As if Harding meant, that Jewell had no 
Perſon at all that called, or ſent, or laid Hands 
upon, or conſecrated him. Or is it, Who was 
the Perſon? The very Words ſhew the Queſtion 
is, Who called you? Who laid Hands upon you, c. 
that is, What Perſon? And muſt this Queſtion 
neceſſarily mean, What are the Names of the Per- 
ſons? Can you tell me the Names of your Con- 
ſecrators? As if he meant, There was no Perſon 
that he could name. Or may it mean, Of what 


Degree and Order in the Church were the Perſons - 


that conſecrated you? Were they Laicks, or Dea- 
cons, or Presbyters, or were they Biſhops, that 
had the Epiſcopal Order themſelves? Pray ſhew 
who they were, that we may ſee whether they were 
fruc Biſhops, Perſons 2 to give you a valid 


> Sup. p. 260. 


Conſe- 


. —— —— 83 1 1 8 1 TR —. =” @. Da. Alt 


Ch. 1X. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


Conſecration? If the Queſtion may admit of this 


an End to the Diſpute, whether it muſt neceſſarily 
be underſtood in the other Senſe ; and if it is not 
neceſſarily to be underſtood in that Senſe; then it 
muſt be granted that the Words do not neceſſa- 


rily imply a Denial of the Fact in regard to the 


Perſons, becauſe they may only imply a Denial 
either of the Validity or the Lawfulneſs of FewelPs 


Conſecration by thoſe Perſons. The like may be 
faid of the other Queſtion, Ho, and after what 


Example, were you conſecrated ? I may aſk, Muſt 


the Meaning of it neceſſarily be (as Le Quien 
would have it) Had you any Rite or Ceremony; 
or Solemnity, uſed at your Conſecration? As if 
he meant, You had none; but were conſecrated 


without Solemnity, and without any Eccleſiaſtical 


Ceremony whatſoever. Or may it not mean, 
What was the Rite and Ceremony uſed at your 
Conſecration? Was it the Ceremony authorized 
by the Rules and Practice of the Church, and a 
Form proper and ſufficient to confer the Order? 
Or was it a Rite and Ceremony of your own, ſet 
up in Oppoſition to the Church's Order and Prac- 
tice, and a Form improper and infufficient to 
confer the Order? In a Word, Was it the Roman 
Pontifical, or your own New Ordinal? It cannot 
be denied but this might have been the Author's 
Meaning; and this implies nothing but a Denial 
of the Validity and Lawfulneſs of his Conſecra- 
tion, in regard to the Form: And if this might 
have been his Meaning, it follows that he could 
not neceſſarily mean the other, nor that the Queſ- 
tion neceſſarily implies a Denial of the Fact, as 
to the Form. 

This is what appears from the Words of the 
Queſtions themſelves: But it is very eaſy to prove 
from the Author's Words her and elſewhere, has 
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Senſe (and I may defy Le Quien or any Body elſe 
to ſhew that it is not capable of it) then it puts 


354 


— 


Jie Nacs-Hrap Fant. WL 


his Intent might be, and that it certainly was 
his Intent, only to call Jewell to an account 
whether he were either canonically and lawfully, 
or truly and validly conſecrated, and not to 
call him to an account about the Fact of his 


Conſecration. For, firſt, he had but a few Lines 


before told Jewell, Jou have no Conſecrated Biſhops, 
and then goes on upon that Ground in this man- 
ner, This being ſo, let me put to your Conſcience 
fome Queſtions, and when he comes to his Voca- 


tion, he puts this Queſtion to him, Who bath 


called, or. ſent, or laid Hands upon you, or conſe- 
crated you ? Does not this Queſtion prove that he 
meant that Jewell could not ſhew that he had a 
Call, Miſſion, Impoſition of Hands, or Conſe- 
cration, from any that were Conſecrated Biſhops? 
That is, from any Perſons that were qualified to 

ive him a canonical and lawful, or a true and 
valid Conſecration. *Fis as much as if he had 
faid, You have not one Biſhop truly conſecrated ; 
but none but a Biſhop truly conſecrated could give 
you a lawful, or a true and valid Confecration 
conſequently you cannot have had any lawful, or 
any true or valid Conſecration. Here we ſee the 
plain Force of what he ſays upon this Ground, 
ſuppoſing that he means to deny that Jewell was 


lawfully or validly conſecrated. But take it the 


other Way, that he meant to deny his being at 
all conſecrated in fact, that is, his having Hands 
laid upon him by any. Perſon whatſoever, or par- 
ticularly by Parker, Grindall, Cox and Hodgatim, 
related in the Regiſter to be his Conſecrators; let 


us now ſce the Force of what he ſays upon this 


Ground. It is the ſame as if he ſhould fay, J 
bave no conſecrated Biſhops, conſequently no Per- 
ſon whatſoever (not only no Biſhop, but) no Preſ- 
byter, Deacon, or Laick, particularly. Parker, 
Grindall, Sc. can ever have laid Hands upon you. 
This, if it be a good Conſequence, is a * 
, I W 
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in theſe Queſtions, Harding denies that Zewelt was 
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well grounded Deniãl of the Fa. But is it poſ- 
ſible for Harding, if he was in his Senſes, to ar- 
gue thus upon this Ground? The Ground for this 
Conſequence could not be that the Proteſtants 
had no Biſhops ; but that they had no Perſons 
whatſoever, Laicks, Deacons, or Presbyters, that 
could take upon them to lay their Hands upon 
Fewell's Head, pretending to give him the Order 
of Biſhop. But can Harding's ſaying that the 
Proteſtants had no Biſhops, imply that they had 
no other Perſons in the Church, Laicks, Deacons 
or Presbyters? Or that none of thoſe Laicks, 
Deacons or Presbyters, particularly ſuch as Par- 
ker, Grindal, &c. could lay their Hands upon 
Jewell, pretending to make him a Biſhop? If it 
is not poſſible, for Harding's ſaying that We had 
no Biſhops, to imply this, then 1t is not poffible 
for him to draw this Conſequence from that 
Ground, or to mean to deny the Fact of Jewell's 
Ordination, in the Queſtion, Vo laid Hands up- 
on )en: which he puts to him upon this Ground. 
Tis true, that if no B 
Jewell, he had not the Impoſition of Hands of 
any Biſhop; but his not having the Impoſition of 
a Biſhop's Hands will not imply that he had na 
impoſition of Hands from any Body elſe; and 
that is what it muſt imply, 1f his ſaying, The 
Proteſtants had no Biſhops, be a Ground for him 
to deny the Fact of Jewels Conſecration. 

Let the Reader now obſerve with me, that this 
is the Ground which Harding lays down, both 
for theſe ions, and for his whole Diſpute 
againſt Jewell, about the Point of his having the 
Epiſcopal Order. Let him obſerve likewiſe, that 
from the firſt Appearance of the Nag's-Head 
Story, Fitxberbert, Champney, and all the other 
Abettors of that ſenſeleſs and ſcandalous Fable, 
inſiſt upon it that in this Diſpute, and eſpecially 


in 


ody at all laid Hands upon 
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itr fact conſecrated as the 8 relates; but ra- 
ther affirms that he had no Ordination but at that 


Tavern. And J hope the Reader ſees now, with- 


out going farther, a clear Proof, from the. ver 
Ground of theſe Queſtions, and of the whole Di. 
pute, that Harding not only might not, but could 
not, mean by theſe Queſtions to deny that Jewel] 
was in fact conſecrated as the Regiſter relat 
but only to deny that he was lawfully and validly 
conſecrated. 

Secondly, after his Queſtions to him about his 
being no Biſhop, he calls him to a farther Account 
abour his Prieſthood. Be you a Prieſt, or be you 
not ? — you be, tell us who gave you Orders? 
The Queſtion, Who gave you Pries Orders? 
implies that Harding denies Jewell to have been 
ever ordained Prieſt, as much as the other, Why 
conſecrated you ? implies a Denial of his having 
ever been conſecrated Biſhop. But does it imply 
a Denial of his having in fa& Hands laid upon 
him to ordain him Prieſt, or not rather of his 
having had true and valid Impoſition of Hands to 


confer upon him the Order of Prieſthood? This 
Point is preſently decided, by the Words that im- 


mediately follow, The Inſtitution of a Prieſt was 
never yet but in the Power of a Biſhop : That is, the 
Inſtitution of a Prieſt is an Act appropriated to 


the Epiſcopal Authority, and cannot either law- 


fully or validly be performed by any but a Bi- 
ſhop. Upon this Reaſon he might very well ſay 
that Jewell was never lawfully or validly ordained 
Prieſt, becauſe, in Harding's Opinion, he had not 
Hands laid upon him by one that had Authority 
to do it, and could lawfully and validly lay 
Hands upon him, that is, by a Biſhop. But 
could he be ſo ſenſeleſs and abſurd as, upon this 
Reaſon, That none but a Biſhop had Authority 
to lay Hands upon him, to deny that in fact any 
Perſon whatſoever (not Biſhop, but) 13 

con, 


Ch. IX. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
Deacon, or Laick, could take upon them to lay 
Hands upon Jewell, to make him Prieſt? This 
would imply that he muſt mean, that it was not 
only unlawful and to no effect, but abſolutely im- 
poſſible, for any Perſon but a Biſhep (any Laick, 
Deacon, or Presbyter) to lay Hands upon him. 
Apply it to another Caſe, and it will ſoon appear 
thav Harding could not be ſo abſurd. In the ve 
next Page of the Detection, he alledges — 
Jewell the Caſe of Iſchyras, ordained Prieſt by 
Colluthus, who was no more than Prieſt himſelf, 
It was not at that time, if it never was, in the 
Power of any but a Biſhop to ordain a Prieſt, Could 
then Harding, upon this Reaſon, deny that [/chy- 
ras had in fact Hands laid upon him by Colluthus? 
We ſee he owns it to be Fact, that he had Impo- 
ſition of Hands from Collutbus, and yet denies 
that he was validly ordained Prieſt, for this Rea- 
ſon, becauſe Colluthus was no Biſhop, and conſe- 
quently had no Power to ordain him, tho? he did 
in fact lay his Hands upon him for that Purpoſe. 
Iſcbyras's Caſe he brings for a Parallel to FewelPs 
Caſe; and it was exactly ſo in regard to Jewell's 
Ordination to the Prieſthood, ſuppoſing (as Hard- 
ing conceived) that Jewell had no Biſhop's Hands 
laid upon him. If therefore this could be no Rea- 
ſon to deny the Fact of Iſchyras's Ordination, it 
muſt be very abſurd in Harding to make it a Rea- 
ſon to deny the Fact of Jewell's Ordination, that 
is, to deny that he was ordained by any ſuch Per- 
ſon as Colluthus, by ſome Perſon that preſumed 
to lay Hands upon him, tho? he had no Authorit 
to ordain him; that is, he was (in Harding's Opi- 
nion) no Biſhop, So we have another Proof from 
Harding's own Words, that he could not mean 
by his Queſtion to Jewell, Who gave you Prieſt's 
Orders ? nor conſequently by his Queſtion, By 
whom were you coneerated Biſhop? to deny the 
Fact, but only the Lawfulneſs or Validity of his 
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Ordination to the Prieſthood, and Conſecration to 
the Epiſcopal Order. . f 
I paſſed over what Harding ſays, upon Suppoſi- 
tion that Jewell had not been ordained Pricf, If 
you be not a Prieſt, how dare you uſurp the Name 
and Office of a Biſhop? It he means, that he could 
not validly be ordained Biſhop, without being firſt 
ordained Prieſt, he is much miſtaken 3 but if he 
means It could not be done by the Canons of the 
Church, that is, he could not canonically be ad. 


mitted to the Epiſcopal Order per ſaltum, without 


fling thro! the intermediate Degrees, that may 
be true; and it means only that he was not law- 
fully made Biſhop: But take it either Way, it 
implies no Denial of the Fact, but of the Validity 


or Lawfulneſs of his Admiſſion to the Epiſcopal | 


Order. | 

. Thirdly, Harding, in the very next Words, 
ſays, Biſhops have always after the Apoſiles time, 
according to the Eccleſiaſtical Canons, been conſecrated 
by three other Biſhops. This implies a Denial of 
Jewell's having received Conſecration from three 
Biſhops. But how will this affect his Conſecra- 
tion in point of Fact? His being not conſecrated 
by three Biſhops, will not neceſſarily imply his 
not having Hands laid upon him by any or by 
three or more Perſons who were not Biſhops ; and 
if it will not, then it is conſiſtent with his having 
Hands laid upon him by one, or three, or more 
ſach Perſons; and ſo it does not imply a Denial 
of the Fact of ſuch a Conſecration, but only of 
its being a valid or lawful Conſecration. Neither 
will it imply that he had not Hands laid upon him 
by two, or at leaſt by one Biſhop ; but only that 
he had not three, the canonical Number : ſo 
it does not imply a Denial of ſo much as a valid 


Conſecration, but only of its being lawful and ca- 


nonical. As the Ground of the Queſtion before, 
Who conſecrated you ? is, that the Proteſtants had 
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10 Conſecrated Biſhops, it implies a Denial of 
Fewell's having a true and valid Conſecration, tho? 
not of the Fact: But the Reaſon he gives for the 
Queſtion, in the Words now ſet down, does not 


imply either a Denial of his being conſecrated in 


fact, nor of his being validly and truly conſecrat- 
ed, but only of his having a lawful Conſecratien 
according to the Canons of the Church. How- 
ever, it is plain that in theſe Words, Biſhops have 
always, Gc. the Author is giving a Reaſon for 


his calling in gm FewelPs Conſecration to the 


Epiſcopal Order, as in the Words juſt before, 
The Inſtitution of a Prieſt, &c. he gives a Reaſon 
why he calls in queſtion his Ordination to the 
Prieſthood : And he may mean Biſhops have al- 
ways, if they had a valid Conſecration, had Im- 
poſition of Hands from ſome Biſhop or Biſhops, 
and if lawfully according to the Canons of the 
Church, by no fewer than by three Biſhops. And 
this would be a very good Reaſon for him to deny 
the Validity and 7 of his Adverſary's 
Conſecration, as, in his Opinion, he had not Hands 
laid upon him by three, nor ſo much as one Bi- 
ſhop. But it is not poſſible he could be fo weak 
and abſurd as to make this a Reafon for his de- 
nying him to have had in fact any Hands laid up- 
on him; becauſe we muſt then ſuppoſe him to ar- 
gue againſt Jewell in this manner, You could not 
validly and lawfully have Impoſition of Hands 
to conſecrate you, but from ſome Biſhop, and 
from three Biſhops ; conſequently, You never had 
Hands laid upon you by any three Perſons, or 
one Perſon whatſoever, of whatſoever other De- 
= in the Church, whether Laick, Deacon or 
Presbyter. So it appears once more from his 
own Words, that he could not without the great- 
eft Abſurdity have it in his Thoughts to deny the 
Fact of Jeuell's Conſecration, : 


Aa 4 But 


359 


' The Nacs-Hrayr FAZIT 
But before we paſs from theſe Words, we are 
to 'aſk, What three Biſhops the Canons require to 
make a lawful Conſecration? Do they allow of 
any Perſons, provided they bear themſelves ay 
Biſhops, and aſſume the Name and Title of Bi. 
ſhops, or are reputed to be Biſhops, or have the 
Name and Title given them (perhaps) ih the pub. 
lick Acts and Records of the Church or State? 
It may very juſtly ſeem ridiculous to put ſuch a 
Queſtion, as if jt were poſſible that the Canons 
ſhould be underſtood to mean any other Perſons 
but ſuch as are (not in Name or Title only, but) 
really and truly Biſhops; that is, have been them- 
{elves before validly conſecrated by other true 
Biſhops : But the Reader will ſee there 1s Reaſon 
for ſuch a Queſtion, when he comes to Le Quier's 
Argument from this Paſſage in the Author, which 
he will find has no better Ground than ſuch a 
Gloſs as this, which either Harding, or Le Quien 
for him, makes upon the Canons of the Church 
in this Particular. > | 
Fourthly, I ſhewed before b, that it was the 
Author's Intent to call in queſtion, not the Fact 
but the Lawfulneſs or Validity of his Adverſary's 
Conſecration, from his two Demands, which are 
a Preface to the following Queſtions,” or may be 
faid to be the firſt Part of them, viz. his requir- 
ing Jewell to ſhew his Authority, and Right, to bear 
himſelf as Biſhop of Salisbury; which Demands if 
Zewell had anſwered by the Fact of his Conſecra- 
tion, I have ſnewed (tho? Le Quien ſays it would 
have ſtopt Harding's Mouth) how very much it 
would have given him an Occaſion to expoſe and 
inſult that Prelate e, inſtead of owning himſelf to 
be ſatisfied with his Anſwer. Theſe Demands; to 
make Proof of his Right and Authority, ſhew 
the Meaning of the Queſtions immediately fol- 
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lowing, all compriſed in this one, How, and by 
I hom, were you conſecrated ? To give a ſatisfacto- 
ry Anſwer to theſe Queſtions, he was to ſhew that 
he was conſecrated by ſuch Perſons, and in ſuch 
Manner, as could effectually give him a Right 
and Authority to take upon him the Office of a 
Biſhop. But could it be a ſatisfactory Anſwer, 
that he had Hands laid upon him, to conſecrate 
him Biſhop, by four Perſons, Parker, . (ſuppoſe) 
Grindal, &c, and that they performed the Office 
by the Form in King Edward's Qrdinal ; from 
which Perſons, and 'by which Form, Harding 


would preſently tell him he could not receive any 


Right or Authority to act as a Biſhop, thoſe Per- 
ſons being no Biſhops themſelves, and ſo uncapa- 
ble of giving him ſuch Right and Authority 
and the Form unlawful and invalid, and fo inſuf- 
ficient to convey that Right and Authority to him? 
Something more therefore muſt be required to 
give his Adverſary a ſatisfactory Anſwer, viz. to 
ſhew that thoſe Perſons were true Biſhops, and 
the Form valid and lawful; and ta prove thereby, 
that in both reſpects he was validly and lawfully 
conſecrated, and had received that Right and Au- 
thority which Harding here calls in queſtion. Tt 
is plain therefore from theſe Demands, that the 
Meaning of the Queſtions immediately after them 


is to deny Jewell's having had Impoſition of Hands 


from true Biſhops, and his being conſecrated by 
a Form ſuch as Harding eſteemed the Roman Pon- 
tifical to be, the only lawful and valid Form; fo 
that it was not his Meaning to deny the Fact of 
ZewelPs having Hands laid upon him by any Per- 
ſon whatſoever, or particularly by Parker, Grin- 
dal, Sc. but of his having the Impoſition of Bi- 
ſhops Hands, ſuch as he denied them or any other 
Engliſh Proteſtants to be; nor to deny his being 
conſecrated TY Form, or particularly by Ki 
nal, fuch a Form as Harding looke 


upon 
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upon to be unlawful and invalid ; but of his be. 


ing conſecrated by the only lawful and valid 
Form, in Harding's Opinion, the Roman Pon. 
tfical. | 

The ſame thing, Fifthly, is farther clear from 
a Place in the Author which Le 9xien himſelf 
cites Þ, as full for his own Purpoſe, and puts it 
immediately before the Queſtions, as in a manner 
of the fame Import with them; „If your Voca. 
«« tion be ordinary, ſhew us the Letters of your 
Orders. At leaſt ſhew us that you have re. 


« ceived Power to do the Office you preſume to 


« exerciſe, by due Order of laying on of Hands 
« and Conſecration. But Order and Conſecra. 
tion you have not. For who could give that 
« to you, of all theſe New Miniſters, howſoever 
<« elſe you call them, which he hath not himſelf?" 
Here his Demand of a Sight of Jewell's Letten 


of Orders may at firſt reading appear to be very 


much to the Purpoſe, to ſhew that he calls in 
queſtion the Fal of his Ordination. Let me aſk 
therefore, If Jewell, in Compliance with this De- 
mand, and to prove that he had the ordinary 
Vocation to the Prieſthood, had produced Letters 
Teſtimonial under the Hand-and Seal of the Per- 
ſon that ordained him Prieſt ; and to prove his 


having the ordinary Call to the Office of — 


had produced the Act of his Conſecration, att 

ed by Publick Notaries, and Depoſitions ſworn 
to by all the Perſons who were preſent at his Con- 
ſecration, and Letters beſides under the Hands 
and Seals of his Conſecrators; would not his Ad- 
verſary, after his taking all this Pains, have told 
him he could not but laugh heartily at ſuch a ſilly 
and ridiculous Way of making Proof of his Vo- 
cation, and have grven him the like Reaſons for it 
as I faid before ©? Or does he not here befarchand 
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lainly tell him, that ſuch an Anſwer would be in- 
ufficient, and do him no Service? Jewell would 
have ſhewed him by the Act of his Conſecra- 
tion, Sc. that he had Hands laid upon him by 
Parker, Grindal, Cox, and Hodgskins: But does 
he not in effect return upon him, This will by 
« no means ſatisfy me that you have received 
% Power to do theſe Offices you preſume to exer. 
« ciſe, by due Order, and laying on of Hands, 
« and Conſecration ? I muſt till ſay, Order and 
« Conſecration you have not. You pretend to 
« have had it from ſuch as you name of your 


« New Miniſters, but how could any one of them 


« give you that Order and Conſecration which 
«© he has not himſelf?” The Method that 
Jewell is ſuppoſed to take, muſt have put Hard- 
ing to Silence, if it had been enough for him to 


make Proof of the Fact of his Conſecration; but 


we ſee plainly what Reply Harding had ready to 
make, if Jewell had given ſuch an Anſwer. But 
there needs no more than to compare what Hard- 
ing ſays with the Reaſon which he gives for it, to 
ſhew that it certainly could not be his Meaning to 
deny the Fact of Jewell's Conſecration. He ſays, 
Order and Conſecration you have not. If he meant 
that he had no Order or Conſecration in point of 
Fact, then his Reaſon ſhould have been to this 
Effect: For who of our Old Prelates, or of your 
New Miniſters, ever laid their Hands upon you 
for your Conſecration? But his Reaſon is, Who 
of your New Miniſters could give you a lawful 
and valid Conſecration? Is the Senſe of this, None 
of your New Miniſters ever laid their. Hands up- 
on you: Or is it not to this Purpoſe, Suppoling, 
or even granting, that ſome of your New Mini- 
ſters laid Hands upon you, yet they could not 
lawfully or validly conſecrate you, becauſe they 
never were * themſelves. Does not 


this ſhew that he rather allows, and almoſt 


even 
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even confeſſes, the Fact? ſo far is he from deny. 
ing it. | | 
Vas then I _m_ be aſked, What can be the 
Meaning of thoſe Words, Shew us the Letters 
of your Orders ; had not his Words ſome Meaning 
or other? Yes they had; but not this Meaning, 
Shew us your Letters of Orders, if you can make 
it appear by them that you had any Conſecrators 
at all, that any either of our Old Biſhops or your 
New Miniſters laid Hands upon you? This can- 
not be his Meaning, as I have ſhewed. But it 
muſt be, Shew us your Letters of Orders, and 
then it will appear that you had not Hands laid 
upon you by any of the Old True and Lawful 
Biſhops, who, and none elſe, could have given you 
a true and valid Conſecration; but by ſome of 
your own New Proteſtant Miniſters, who were 
no Biſhops, and conſequently could not either 
validly or lawfully conſecrate you. So I hope! 
have made it plain from this Place, that Hardin 
not only might not, but could not have any ſuch 
Meaning as tg deny the Fact of Jewell's Conf 
cration. : 


Bbg 


De fame 5. There is ſtill behind, in the laſt Place, a 
thing pre- Proof that he might not, and (I think) that he 
7 could not, have that Meaning, from another 
05 Weſt Place in his Detection; and we are obliged for the 
felf abort Diſcovery to the Author himſelf, who ſuggeſts 
Pts rectio- to us this plain Proof of that which I think ] may 
ing thtOr- ſay is demonſtrable from his Words. In the 
-# 4 ;, fourth Book of his Detection he does not think it 
King Ed- to be enough to print theſe Queſtions to Jewe# 
ward's but once, in the Beginning; but fills almolt an- 
eine. other whole Page d afterwards, with a Repetition 

of every thing that he had ſaid there before re- 

lating to them, Word for Word. His Reaſons 
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for it appear to be, to put Jewell in mind of his 
Werds pretended to be yet unanfwered ; and be- 
ſides, to tell him that thoſe very Queſtions, 
which he now offered to him in the Detection a 
ſecond time, touching his Orders of Biſhop and 
Prieſt, he had once formerly propoſed to himſelf, 
in regard to his owh Deacon's Orders, which he 
had received ih King Edward's time. If they 
were the ſame Queſtions, then he muſt have put 
it to his own Conſcience, Who. called, ſent, Jaid 
Hands upon, and ordained bim to be Deacon, 
and committed that Office to him? That is the firſt 
Queſtion: The other is, How, and after what 
Example, was it done? If then we find what cer- 
tainly was his Meaning when he put theſe Queſ- 


tions to himſelf, we ſhall then know as certainly 


(only putting Biſhop or Prieſt in the Place of 
Deacon) what his Meaning was 1n the ſame Queſ- 
tions when he = them to Jewell. And this the 
very Words of his Anſwer make very plain. It 
is, „ e eſteemed not the Title of any Miniſtry 
« which Igmight ſeem to have received in King 
« Edward's time, ſo much as I ſhould have done 
if I had received it of a Catholick Biſhop, 
« and after the Order of the Catholick Church; 
e being well aſſured that thoſe who took upon 
« them to give Orders, were altogether out of 
&« Order themſelves, and miniſtred them not ac- 
« cording to the Rite and Manner of the Catho- 
« lick Church, as who had forſaken the whole 
« Succeſſion of Biſhops in Chriſtendome, and had 
« created a New Congregation of their own 
60 3 the Form whereof was imagined on- 
« ly in their own Brains, and had not been ſeen 


nor practiſed in the World before.“ This 


Anſwer implies that he knew that he had in Ap- 
pearance and in Title received the Miniſtry and Or- 
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der of Deacon, in that Reign, from one or more 
of thoſe Perſons who at that time took upon then 
to give Orders. This he means by the Words 7e. 
ceiving the Title of bis Miniſtry, and his ſeeming t 
have received it, that he had in Appearance and 
Title received that Order, by having the Hands of 
one or more ſuch Perſons laid upon him. And if 
he knew this to be Fact, he could not have any 
Thought of denying or diſputing the Fact; that 
is, that one or more fuch Perſons laid Hands upon 
him, and took upon them to give him the Order, 
But then he ſays he was well aſſured thoſe Perſons 
were altogether out of Order themſelves ; by that he 
means either that they were themſelves unordain- 
ed, and had not the Order they pretended to, 
that is, of Biſhops, agreeably to Champney's f 
rendring of the Words in Latin, erant omnino ſine 
Ordine; and then his Meaning is plainly, that be- 
ing no Biſhops they neither did nor could give 
him a true or valid Ordination. Or he may mean 
by their being out of Order, that they were not 
Catholick Biſhops, but ſuch as had forſaken the 
whole Succeſſion of Biſhops in Chriſtendome, and 
eretted a New Congregation of their own planting, &c. 
and then his Meaning is that they were Schiſma- 
ticks, and had cut themſelves off from the Church 
by their Separation, and were thereby rendered 
uncapable of giving him a lawful Ordination. 80 
it is certain from his own Anſwer to the Queſtion 
Who laid Hands upon him, that he could not mean 
by it to deny or diſpute the Fact, but either the 
Validity or Lawfulneſs of his Calling to the Or- 
der of Deacon. | 

His Anſwer to the other Queſtion How, and 
after what Example, is the fame. It implies a 
Confeſſion that the Order was in fact miniſtred to 
him by that Perſon or Perſons who took upon 
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them to give him the Order; but that he was aſ- 
ſured that it was not miniſtred to him after the 
Order, or according to the Rite and Manner, of the 
Catholick Church, but by a Ceremony imagined (as 
he ſays the whole Form of their New Congregation 
was) only in their own Brains, which had not been 


ſeen or practiſed in the World before. From this 


Anſwer it is as certain, that he knew very well 
that the Order of Deacon was not miniſtred to 
him without any Solemnity or Ceremony at all, 
neither according to the Roman Pontifical, nor 
the New Ordinal, but that it was miniſtred to him 
by the Ceremonial preſcribed in the latter; and 
this he means was unlawfully done, being contra- 
ry to the Order, Uſe, and Practice of the Roman 
Church, as that Ceremonial was introduced in Op- 
poſition to that Church's Authority and Practice. 
So his Anſwer to the Queſtion How, and after 
what Example, proves that he had no Thoughts 
of diſputing the Fact, that is, his having received 
the Order after any Rite or Manner at all, or not 
by the Rite and Manner preſcribed by King Ed. 
ward's Ordinal; but of the Lawfulneſs, as he 
doubted or apprehended that he was ordained by 
a Ceremonial which could not be lawfully uſed ; 
that is, knew that he was ordained Deacon in 
King Edward's time, by his Ordinal, but put it 
to his own Conſcience to conſider, Whether that 
could be looked upon to be a lawful Form; and 
found Reaſon, when he had (as he ſays) well con- 
ſidered the Queſtion, to reſolve in the Negative, 
that it could not. | a 

His very Words in telling his Adverfary that 
the Queſtions which he now put him, were the 
lame that he had formerly put to his own Con- 
ſcience, imply that he looked upon Fewel!'s Caſe, 
as to the Want of Ordination, (allowing for the 
Difference of Time, and of the reſpective Orders) 


to be the ſame as his own, and liable to the ſame 


Ob- 
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Obdjections. If therefore his Objections to Fewe!} 


imply that he meant Jewell had no Conſecration 
in fact, the fame to himſelf muſt imply that he 
had in fact no Ordination, notwithſtanding that 
he owns plainly that he had an Ordination from 
ſome Perſons that took upon them at that time 
to givè Orders. If he himſelf owns, notwith- 
ſtanding thoſe Objections, that he was ordained in 
fact, then; if he makes both their Caſes the ſame, 
he muſt be conceived to own that Jewell was or. 
damed and confecrated in fact, tho* he declares 
his Ordination and Conſecration to be invalid or 
unlawful ; he muſt mean that Jewell ſeemed to re 
ceive the Miniſtry of Prieſt and Biſhop, and did 
in fact receive the Title of thoſe Orders from ſome 
Perſons that in King Edward's and Queen Eliza- 
beth*s Reign took upon them to give Orders; and 
he muſt mean that they miniſtred thoſe Orders to 
Fewell by a Ceremonial imagined in the Brains 

the firſt Reformers, and never prattiſed before ; 
that is, according to the Rite and Manner of King 
Edward's Ordinal. All this he muſt be conceived 
to grant to have been Matter of Fact (mutatis nu- 
tandis) in Jewels Caſe as well as his own. As 
the Queſtions were the ſame, both to Jewell and 
to himſelf, ſo his Anſwers muſt be conceived to be 
in Jewell's Name as well as his own, That they 
both were ordained by ſome that took upon them 
to confer the reſpective Orders, but that thoſe Per- 
ſons were either unordained themſelves, or ren- 
dered incapable by their Schiſm to execute theit 


Office lawfully, and ſo their Acts in ordaining 


him and Jewell were either invalid or unlawful; 
and That they both were ordained by the fame 
Form of King Edward (allowing for the Diffe- 
rences in the reſpective Ordinations) but that the 
Uſe of that Form, and conſequently the Ordina- 
tions according to it, were unlawful. 


Suppoſe 
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Suppoſe the worlt, that Harding knew that 
there was a great Difference between their two 
Caſes, much to FewelPs Diſadvantage, can it be 
conceived that he would ſo much favour his Ad- 
verſary as to give up the main Strength of his own 
Cauſe, and diſſemble or conceal this greateſt Flaw, 
or Blot, or abſolute Nullity, in his Ordination? 
Would not he have told him and the World, 
that for his own Part, it was true that he had 
been ordained Deacon by Perſons that could not 


give him either a lawful or valid Ordination, and 


by an unlawful Form; but for his Adverſary, he 
never had any Impoſition of Hands at all, but 
when he was Deacon; nor was ever ordained Prieſt, 
or conſecrated Biſhop, by any Perſons whatſoever, 
nor had any Solemnity, any Eccleſiaſtical Cere- 
mony at all in his Ordination to the Prieſthood, 


or Conſecration to the Epiſcopal Order; but that 


if he had any Conſecration to the latter, it was, c. 
I leave to Le Quien or the Remarker to paſs on, if 


they pleaſe, to their Nag's-Head Ordination. 


I ſhould not omit that Harding fays he put 
thoſe Queſtions to Jewell, in hopes that as they 
bad moved him, they might move Jewell alſo; that 
is, have brought him to the ſame Confeſſion as 
that to which they had brought himſelf. But 
what then muſt they have moved Jewell to con- 
feſs? that he had in fact no Ordination by any 
Perſons, or by any Ceremony whatſover? No, we 
ſee this is not that which Harding confeſſes ; but 
that expreſly, as to his own, and by Implication 
in Jewell's Caſe, he affirms the contrary, that they 


were both ordained in fact, though he grants that 


neither of them had, in reſpect of the Perſons, or 
of the Manner, a valid and lawful Ordination. 
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very fully made appear from Harding himſelf, that 
his Authority cannot be __ uſe of to prove that 
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Jewell had in fact no Ordination. And this might 
be enough, without taking the farther Trouble to 
conſider what our Adverſaries argue, from any of 
his Words, to the contrary. But I ſhall give the 
Reader that Satisfaction, as far as it may be pro- 
per and neceſſary, and ſo am come to what Le 


Quien s argues from his Queſtions to Fewell. He 


claps cloſe to them, and ſets down firſt before 
them, that Citation, Shew us the Letters of your 
Orders, Sc. tho” that Place follows them at the 


_ diſtance of more than three Pages in the Detection. 


I was at firſt at a Loſs for the Reaſon, till I ob- 
ſerved that Le Quien, from theſe two Citations to- 
gether, infers that Harding demanded of Jewell i 
produce the Act of his Conſecration ; which I con- 
ceive he took to be the Senſe of his Words, If 
your Vocation be ordinary, ſhew us the Leiters of your 
Orders. The Father introduces his Argument 
thus, after the Queſtions. Harding h calls in queſ: 
tion (he ſays) a Fact which ought to have been publict 
and notorious, according to the Regiſter. He ſummons 
32 to produce the Ad of his Conſecration, and 

o name the three Biſhops which ought to have laid 


Hands upon him. Le Quien's Grounds for the for- 


mer muſt be his Words, as I ſaid, Shew us the 
Letters of your Orders? For the other, that he tells 
him, Biſhops have always— according to the Canons, 
been conſecrated by three Biſhops. Then Le Quien 
gives an exact and particular Account of Jewell 
Act of Conſecration in the Regiſter, «+ That ac- 
« cording to it Jewell was ſolemnly conſecrated, 
« January 21. Ann. 1543. not only by three, but 
« by four Biſhops, by Matthew Parker Arch- 
«« Biſhop of Canterbury, Edmund Grindall Biſhop 
« of London, Richard Cox Biſhop of Ely, and 
John Hodgskins Biſhop (Suffragan he ſhould have 
ſaid) „ of Bedford.” Then he ſhews how Hard- 
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ing calls this Fact in queſtion, “ He denies, he 
« ſays (Bautement, that is) openly, plainly, and 
« confidently, that Jewell's Conſecration was per- 
« formed by three Biſhops ; and demands, By what 
« Rite? By what Ceremony? Who made him Prieſt? 
« No made him Biſhop ? : 

By the Father's ſetting forth the Fact from the 
Regiſter ſo ps and formally, the Time, 
the Day and Year, when Jewell was conſecrated ; 
the Manner how, ſolemnly, that is, with all the 


Solemnities in King Edward's Ordinal ; the Per- 


ſons by whom, their Number, four, both the 
Names of each of the four; their reſpective Titles 
of Arch-Biſhop and Biſhops, and the Names of 
their diſtinct Sees or Places of their Juriſdiction 
(by his being ſo particular in the Fact to be diſ- 
proved) the Reader may very well apprehend 


that Harding's Words imply a Diſproof of the 


Truth of the Regiſter in Whole and Part, that is, 


in all the foregoing Particulars. But when he 


comes to Le Quien's Argument, he finds how very 
far it falls ſhort of his Expectation. The Words 
That Jewell's Conſecration was not performed by three 
Biſhops, do not imply a Denial of his being con- 
ſecrated upon the Day and Year above-mentioned, 
nor of his being conſecrated with the ſuppoſed 
Solemnity, nor of the Conſecration being per- 
formed by any Perſon whatſoever, nor by three 
or four Perſons, nor by Perſons with the Names 
given by the Regiſter to each of the four, nor of 
thoſe Perſons being at leaſt of the Order of Preſ- 
byters; nor, laſtly, of one or two of them being 
Biſhops: The Words do not in any wiſe imply a 
Denial of the Fact, in any one of theſe Particu- 
lars, but only of his having three Biſhops for his 
Conſecrators; ſo that if he were conſecrated either 
by two Biſhops, or by one, the Words will allow 
that he was validly conſecrated, (for that may be 
done by one Biſhop) but deny that he was conſe- 
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crated lawfully, that is, by Three, the canonical 
Number; and though the four Perſons were 
none of them Biſhops, but only Presbyters, the 
Words will {till allow that it was (though unlaw- 
ful and invalid) a Conſecration in fact. If then 
his Words do not imply a Denial of the Fact in 
any thing more, to what Purpoſe are the Parti- 
culars ſer down with ſo much Formality, except 
it be to amuſe the Readers, and to lead them in- 

to a falſe Opinion that the whole Fact is entire] 

denied? But this 1s not a direct Fallacy impoſed 

upon us by Le Quien, but a Trap laid, for the 
haſty or credulous Reader to impoſe upon him- 

ſelf; the direct Cheat that he is willing to put up- 

His Argu- on us is to follow. The Argument is, That Hard- 
ment that ing denies (hautement) poſitively that Jewell's Con- 
— * ſecration was performed by three Biſhops ; conſe- 

2 22 tly he denies the Fact of his Conſecration 

that Jew- QUEnuy 4 » 8 
ell was it 1s related in the Regiſter, which ſays he was 
eonſecrat- conſecrated not only by three but by four Biſhops. 
_ tbree Upon what Ground does Le Quien tell us that 
— 5 , Harding does deny this? Upon his Reaſon for the 
Di/proof Queſtion Who conſecrated him, That by the Ca- 
of the Re- nous of the Church Biſhops have been always conſe- 
 gifter, be- crated by three other Biſhops. Here the Reader 
_ vill find the Reaſon of my aſking, when I was be- 
| Tewel's fore upon this Place i, What three Biſhops the 
Conſecra- Canons require to be the Conſecrators of another 
tors the Biſhop, whether they require three true Biſhops, 
216 7 or are ſatisfied with three other Perſons, — 
J. they are called Biſhops, have the Name and Title 
of Biſhops, or are, in a word, reputed Biſhops? 
The Reader might then, as well as I, take it to 
be a ridiculous Queſtion ; but he was told there 
would be Reaſon for it, when we come to find 
that either Harding, or Le Quien for him, puts 
ſuch a ridiculous Gloſs upon the Canons. The 
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Act of Jewell's Conſecration in the Regiſter ſays 
that he was conſecrated by thoſe four Perſons, 
under their Names, and under the Titles, one of 
Arch-Biſhop, the other three of Biſhops. Hard- 
ing, on the contrary, ſays he was not conſecrated 
by three Biſhops as the Canons of the Church re- 
quire. If the Regiſter's giving them the Title of 
Biſhops, were the ſame thing as expreſly decla- 
ring that they had the Epiſcopal Order, and were 
real and true Biſhops ; then Harding's ſaying they 
were no true Biſhops would imply a Denial of the 
Truth of the Regiſter. But if ſuch a Title being 
given to any Perſon in the publick Acts does not 
imply that it is declared in the publick Acts that 
he has a Right to claim ſuch a Title; then the 
denying him to have that Right does not imply a 
Denial of the Truth of thoſe Acts. If it be pre- 
tended to be otherwiſe, let me aſk Le Quien whe- 
ther he would allow us to take it for a good 
Proof from the Regiſter, that Jewell's Conſecra- 
tors were true Biſhops, becauſe the Act of his 
Conſecration gives them that Title? or whether 
he would not expect it to be proved from other 
Evidences of their own having had true Conſe- 
cration? If the Regiſter's giving them the Title 
implied a Declaration that they were what the 
Title imports, then, if the Regiſter itſelf be of good 
Authority, it muſt be allowed to be a Proof of 
thoſe whom it ſtiles Biſhops really having the E- 
piſcopal Order. If Harding then be made to con- 
tradict the Regiſter in his objecting that Jewell 
had not three Biſhops as the Canons require, he 
muſt be ſuppoſed to put this Gloſs upon the Ca- 
nons, That it would be enough to ſatisfy the 
Church's Obligation to obſerve them, to have a 
Biſhop ordained by three Perſons having the Name 
and Title of Biſhops, whether they were true Bi- 
ſhops or not. So we ſee once more a Man of 
Learning and Judgment, impoſing upon us by 
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The Ridi- an arrant Piece of Sophiſtry. The Regiſter ſays 


eulouſneſs 
of this 
Way of 


reaſoning. 


Jewell was conſecrated by Parker Arch-Biſhop of 
Canterbury, and Grindal Biſhop of London, Ge. 
Harding denies the former to be a true Arch- 
Biſhop, and the other to be a true Biſhop; there- 
fore he contradicts the Regiſter, and if what he 
ſays is true, what the Regiſter ſays is falſe. But 
might not Harding have ſaid in one and the ſame 
Breath, Arch-Biſhop Parker is no true Arch- 
Biſhop, and Biſhop Grindall is no true Biſhop ? 
Tf he ſhould, in the firſt Words he would call 
them Biſhops, but in the laſt would deny them to 
be Biſhops. Would he then contradict himſelf? 
and muſt his firſt Words be falſe if his laſt were 
true? Hear him himſelf, in the very laſt Words 
cited by Le Quien before the Queſtion Vo called 
you, c. Who could give that to you of all theſe 
4 New Miniſters, howſoever elſe you call them, 
« which he hath not himſelf? *? Houſoever elſe you 
call them; that is, tho? you call them, not by the Ti- 
tle of plain Miniſters, but by the Title of a higher 
Order, Biſhops or Arch-Biſhops. Is it not much 
the ſame as if he had ſaid, Matthew Parker your 
Metropolitan and Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, and 
Edmund Grindall your Biſhop of London, or any 
others of your New Miniſters, cannot validly con- 
fer upon you (ſuppoſe they ſhould, or have laid 
Hands upon you) the Order, which they have 
not themſelves. Would he not here grant that 
they are called Biſhops, and yet deny them to be 
that which their Titles import, true —_—_ 
and might he not uſe the Titles, if he pleaſed, 
himſelf, without his Conſcience giving him the 
Reproach of ſaying what he believes to be falſe ? 
The Reaſon is, becauſe his uſing the Titles does 
not imply that he affirms they really are what the 
Titles import, but only that they are reputed ſo 
to be. Apply this to the Regiſter, and it ſhews 


| how little the Falſhood of it can be concluded 
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from Harding's ſaying they were not true Biſhops; | 


how far it is from being a good Conſequence that 
the Regiſter which calls them- Biſhops muſt be 
falſe for calling them ſo, tho? it does not in any 
wiſe declare that they were really and truly 
Biſhops. En | 
Take the Argument, if you pleaſe, in another 
View. Harding denies the Fact in the Regiſter. 
The Regiſter ſays that Jewell had Hands laid 
on him by four Perſons, Matthew Parker ink. 
Biſhop of Canterbury, Edmund Grindal Biſhop of 
London, Richard Cox Biſhop of Ely, and Jobs 
Hoagskins Suffragan of Bedford. Harding denies 
Parker to be a true Arch-Biſhop, and the other 
three to be true Biſhops ; conſequently he denies 
the Fact, that theſe four Perſons performed 
Jewell's Conſecration. Take away, if you pleaſe, 
theſe Titles of Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, Biſho 
of London, Sc. and then we ſhall ſee what wi 
become of the Fact. It will ſtand thus, That 
Jewels Conſecration was performed by theſe 
four Perſons, Matthew Parker, Edmund Grindal, 
Richard Cox, and John Hodgskins. Is not this 
enough for the Fact, as far as it relates to the 
Perſons, and for us to ſay of each of them Con- 
ſtat de Perſond? It is not enough for the Conſe- 
cration to be valid; nor are the bare Titles of 


Biſhops enough for that, except they were really 


what the Titles import; but Le Quien does not 
pretend to diſpute about the Validity, but about 
the Fact (as he muſt, to ſhew the Regiſter to be 
falſe) of Jewell's Conſecration. 

But this Argument does deſerve to be a little 
more conſidered, becauſe it is ſo fruitful of Con- 
ſequences very extraordinary and of great Im- 
portance. To name one in particular: We and 
they both of us argue in Bonner's Caſe from the 
Authority of Dyer's Reports, in the Caſe between 


Horne and Bonner. But by this Way of arguing 
It 
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it will appear that the Fact there is falſly related. 
The Lord Chief Juſtice, in the Report, calls 
Horne Biſhop of Wincheſter, and Bonner no more 
than late Biſhop of London. But if we allow that 
to be true which Bonner, Stapleton and Hardi 

teſtify, That Horne was no true conſecrated Bi- 
Mop, nor Biſhop of Wincheſter, and that Bonner 
was (not the /ate, but) the preſent only true Biſho 

of London at that very time; it follows that the 
Fact muſt be falſe, as it is related in the Reports, 


becauſe the Title of Biſhop is falſly given to Horne, 


and denied to Bonner, for the ſame Reaſon b 
which the Fact is proved to be falſly related in the 
Act of FewelPs Conſecration. 

But the Force of the Argument extends it ſelf 
to a much greater Compaſs. It does at one Blow 
deſtroy the Credit of all our publick Acts in 
Church or State, from the Beginning of the Reign 
of Queen Elizabeth to this time, wherein are re. 
lated any Tranſactions in which our poor Reputed 
Biſhops have been concerned, or at which 
are related to have been preſent, be they either in 
the Church Regiſters, or the Council Books, or 
the Journals of the Houſe of Peers, or elſewhere, 
The Perſons whom they relate to have been pre- 
ſent at theſe Tranſactions are ſpecified under the 
Titles which they bore at that time when the Facts 
were done, and conſequently a great many of them 
very often under the Title of Arch-Biſhops and 
Biſhops. But a Catholick Diſputant will think 
himſelf very able to prove, that we have not had 
one true Arch-Biſhop or Biſhop ſince Matthew 
Parker's time; and then he may go on with Le 
Quien, and infer that all theſe publick Acts, that 
give Matthew Parker and thoſe. that came after 
him the Title of Biſhops, are either forged, or 
at leaſt falſe in Matter of Fact. See the Fruits 
of the Subtilty and Fineſſe of Le Quien's Way of 
arguing 3 and by how many Ways, more than 
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we thought of, the Truth of our Records may be 
diſproved ! But then it may be ſaid, there is the 
more Reaſon to give a clear Anſwer to ſuch an 
Argument. There needs nothing more than an 
eaſy Diſtinction. Theſe publick Acts mention 
the Perſons under theſe Titles; but their giving 
them the Titles does not imply that they declare 
theſe Titles to belong to them of right, but that 
they are reputed to belong to them; ſo that tho? 


they ſhould not belong to them of right, the 


ublick Acts are not falſe in ſaying that which 
implies that thoſe Titles were reputed to belong 
to them; much leſs are they falſe in relating that 
thoſe Perſons were preſent when the Facts were 
done, or that they bore the Part which they are 
ſaid to have borne in theſe Tranſactions. So I 
hope there is a ſatisfactory Anſwer given to this 
ſurprizing and extraordinary Way of reaſoning, 
and it muſt be left to the Reader, to paſs his Cen- 
ſure either upon the Judgment or Sincerity of the 
Reaſoner, as he finds good Grounds for 1t. 


The other Demands that he mentions of Hard- 
ing's, By what Rite? By what Ceremony ? Who 


made him Prieſt? Who made him Biſhop * I have 
ſufficiently proved already ought not neceſſarily to 
be underſtood to imply any thing more than that 
if Jewell would give the true Anſwer to theſe 
Queſtions, it would appear that the Rite and Ce- 
remony by which he was conſecrated was unlaw- 
ful, and that from the Perſons who, as he muſt 


own, laid Hands upon him when he was made 


Prieſt or Biſhop, he could not have a lawful or a 
valid Ordination. So that theſe Queſtions do not 
imply that he was not in fact conſecrated by that 
Rite and Ceremony, nor by thoſe Perſons, but 
that he was not validly __ lawfully conſecrated 
by that Rite and by thoſe Perſons, 


7, And 
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„ 7; And ſo, whatever Expectation F. Le Quien 
marker ? may have raiſed in us, that it would be proved 
| Way of from the Queſtions that Harding puts to Jewell, 


if the Import of them were well conſidered, that 


Harding's he denies that Jewell ever had in fact any Conſe. 
Queſtions cration, or that Conſecration which he is reported 
to Jewell. to have in the Lambeth Regiſter, and that it fol- 


lows from his Denial of the Fact, that the Act of 
| FewelPs Conſecration in the Regiſter muſt be 
falſe: We ſee here notwithſtanding, when the Fa. 
ther comes to lay theſe Queſtions before his Read- 
er, how unable he is to make out from them 
what he pretends, without impoſing upon us by 
the moſt palpable Sophiſtry inſtead of true Rea- 
ſoning. We are next to ſee whether the Re- 
marker's Way of arguing upon theſe Queſtions is 
more rational. He 1s willing to obſerve, as of 
ſome Weight, That the Author when he prints 
theſe Queſtions has this marginal Note againſt 
them, * Hard Queſtions proponed to Mr. Jewell; 
and that he has the like Note againſt another 
Place, The Defenders have nothing to ſay for Defence 
of their Vocation. I may add, That in the ve 
Text, after his Queſtions, he concludes thus}, 
-Hitherto neither you nor your Fellows can make 
any juſt or right Anſwer, I am ſure. And here, | 
preſume, it might have very much convinced and 
fatished the Reader beforchand, to have ſeen in 
the Margin, «<< The Author is ſure that no Pro- 
e teſtant Biſhop can anſwer theſe Queſtions. *' 
Such Notes, the Remarker might have eaſily ſeen, 
are a Proof of Harding's great Confidence, but 
not in the leaft that his Queſtions are unanſwer- 
able ; but rather the contrary, that there is nothing 
of Reality where there is ſo much of Shew and 
Oſtentation. But let us ſee if he can do his Au- 
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thor that Service as to ſhew they are unanſwerable, 

and that by theſe Objections of that Controvertiſt 

he can prove the Regiſter to be incredible. ; 
Harding's Queſtions about Fewell's Vocation, if 

we obſerve the Beginning of them, as they are 

cited in the Remarker n, are thus addrefied; How 

ſay you, Sir, you bear yourſelf as though you were 

Biſhop of Salisbury. But when he comes to con- 

ſider them they appear to have another reading, 

Sir, you bear yourſelf as if you were Matthew Par- 

ker, Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury. For he proceeds 

directly to a kind of Proof from them againſt the 

Fact of Parker's n Conſecration, that he was not 

conſecrated by Barlow, Le Quien argues from 

theſe Queſtions to Jewell, that Jewell was not in 

fact conſecrated by Parker, Grindall, Cox, and 

Hodgskins z the Remarker, from the ſame Queſti- 

ons to the ſame Perſon, argues that Parker was not 

in fa&t conſecrated by Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, 

and Hodgskins, Why he makes theſe two Facts 

the ſame, and the ſuppoſed Denial of the one to 

be the Denial of the other, he gives us no Reaſon, 

But granting that Harding directs theſe Queſtions 

to Parker alſo, under Jewell's Name, what is it 

then that the Remarker proves? He proves from , 42 

Harding's defying Parker to name Who laid Hands tempt te 

pon him, that Harding knew either that Barlow pe that 

was no true Biſhop, or that he did not lay Hands up- args 

on Parker. What muſt be the Ground of this? parker; 

Harding's Queſtion implying a Denial that Parker Conſecra- 

had Hands laid upon him by any Perſon, or a f fy 4 

Denial that he had Hands laid upon him by any —_— = 

Biſhop? If it imply that he had Hands laid up- either be 

on him by no Perſon, then the Remarker's Infe- was not 

rence ſhould be, that he knew either that there 5 Conſe- 

was no ſuch Perſon as Barlow, or that that Perſon 7997 7. 
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that he had Hands laid upon him by no Biſhop, 
then his Inference is right, That Barlow either was 
no true Biſhop, or that Biſhop Barlow did not lay 
Hands upon Parker. Can we deſire from the Re. 
marker a better Proof, againſt himſelf, that the 
Meaning of Harding's Queſtion, Who laid Hands 
upon you? is not, What Perſon laid Hands upon 
you? ſo as to imply a Denial of his having Im 
ſition of Hands from any Perſon; but, What 
Biſhop laid Hands upon you? ſo as to imply a 
Denial of his having the Impoſition of any Bi- 
ſhops Hands. 

I need not conſider his disjun#ive Propoſition 
any farther; it is the ſame that he gives us before o, 
(only there it 1s Barlow and Hodgskins, here it is 
Barlow alone) as a Conſequence of Harding's af- 
firming that the Proteſtants had no Conſecrated Bi- 


ſhops of their Set, where, as the Author ſpeaks 


in general that the Proteſtants had no Biſhops to 
give the Order to any others, there was good 
Reaſon to apply it to Parker's Conſecration in 
particular, as well as to FewelPs. I have already 
ſufficiently anſwered what he ſays in that Place, 
and therefore need here only to ſhew the Reader 
his Way. of reaſoning, in a Word or two. His 


Concluſion from Harding's defying Parker to 


name his Conſecrators ought to be, That Barium 

ſitively was not his Conſecrator; but it is, 

hat either Barlow was not his Conſecrator, or 
Barlow was not a true Biſhop. It is juſt the ſame 
as if I were to prove that the Author of the Re- 
marks upon F. Le Courayer is poſitively ſuch a Per- 
ſon; and my Conclufion, inſtead of that, ſhould 
be, That either he is ſuch a Perſon, or ſome Body 
elſe, So he is to prove it to be true that Bariow 
was not Parker's Conſecrator; but his Proof is, 
Either that is true, or ſomething elſe. One would 


e Sup. p. 342. 
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chink that he might have ſeen enough, when he 


firſt offered at this Sort of Reaſoning, not to have 
been forward to uſe it more than once: but it 


ſeems he is ſo well pleaſed with it, being new, and 


his own, that we never fail to meet with it again 
as often as he has an Opportunity. It is the ſame 
Argument that he brings in the next Page but 
one, from Harding's ſaying in the Margin, Hard 
Nueſtions proponed Zo Jewell; and again, The De- 
fenders have nothing to ſay for Defence of their Voca- 
tion. This Defence, and theſe Queſtions, he ſays, 
p would be very eaſy, if it was notorious that 1 

(our Biſhops) were conſecrated by Barlow, and that 
Barlow was a true Biſhop. Here (waving his 
ſtrange Way of expreſſing himſelf, as if he under- 
ſtood that the Lambeth Regiſter makes Barlow to 
be the Conſecrator, not of Arch-Biſhop Parker 
only, but of Jewell and Horne, and the reſt of 
the Proteſtant Biſhops) the Inference that he ap- 
pears to make is, That their being hard Queſtions, 
and a difficult Defence, (in Harding's Opinion) im- 
plies that either Harding meant that they were not 
conſecrated by Barlow, or that Barlow was na 
true Biſhop. He is at the ſame Way of arguing 
again, from Harding's Words, where he does real- 
ly ſpeak of Parker's Conſecration only; the 
Words are, How, I pray you, was your Arch- 


Biſhop himſelf conſecrated ® What three Biſhops in the 


Realm were there to lay Hands upon bim? There 
were ancient Biſhops in England who either were 
xot required or refuſed to conſecrate you. Here 4 a- 
gain Harding, he ſays, plainly means either That 


Barlow was not then in the Realm, or at leaſt not 


the Conſecrator of Parker, or no Biſhop. To keep 
to his Author, his Disjunction ought to be, Either 
Barlow was out of the Realm, or was not required 
to conſecrate Parker, or refuſed, or was no An- 
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cient Biſhop. This Disjunctive is a Conſequence 
of what Harding ſays, but the Remarker for ng 
Ancient Biſhop, puts no Biſhop ; and he could 
not tell how to mumble thoſe Thiſtles, that Bay. 
low was either not required, or refuſed to conſecrate 
Parker, it being ſo notorious that he was twice 
required to confirm and conſecrate that Arch. 
Biſhop by the Queen's Mandates, and as unqueſ. 
tionable that being a Proteſtant, and himſelf up- 
on his Preferment, he could not refuſe to do that 


which he —_ to be lawful. and his Duty, as 


well as for his Intereſt, to pay an Obedience to the 

ueen's Mandates. However, this Writer is wil- 
ling we ſhould take it to be Harding's Meaning 
that, at leaſt he was not Parker's C 7 Dann tho? 
the Words give him no Authority tor it, except 
Barlow was either not required to conſecrate him, 
or when he was — refuſed it. But let his 
Disj unction be as he pleaſes, it appears how far 


we are like to be from being inlightned or con- 
vinced by this Way of arguing. We affirm that 


Barlow was both a true Biſhop, and Parker's Con- 
ſecrator. He would be glad to diſprove both 
from Harding's Teſtimony ; but finding that im- 
practicable, he attempts to ſhew that his Author 
denies one of the two. We expect to know from 
him whether of the two it is that the Author de- 
nies: He tells us, Either he denies that he was a 
true Biſhop, or that he laid Hands upon Parker; 
that is, he cannot aſſure us, that he denies Bar- 
low's being a true Biſhop, nor that he denies his 
being Parker's Conſecrator; but that if he does 
not deny the one, he muſt mean to deny the other; 


farther this Remarker ſays not. So we are juſt 


where we were, and cannot poſitively be inform- 
ed what was really Harding's Meaning, except (as 
we ſaid before in Neale's Caſe) a Way could be 
found to call up Harding from the Dead, and de- 


fire him to explain himſelf; and then Proba! 
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he would tell him that he meant no more but that 

Barlow was a Biſhop of the Old Conſecration, but 

an Apoſtate from their Church, and therefore 
Parker's Conſecration by him was unlawful, tho? 

he did in fact conſecrate Parker, and was himſelf 
conſecrated before in their Church. 


8. However, let us think what we will of this Ar 4rgu- 
new Way of arguing, it is to him an evident 3% kbar 


Proof that Barlow did not conſecrate Parker. It Barlow 


945 not 


appears from his Way of expreſſing himſelf when parker's 
he is arguing from another Citation of Harding, Conſecra- 
where that Author tells Jewell, Orders and 4%. from 
« Conſecration you have not. For who could | —.— x 
« give that to you of all theſe New Miniſters, or . 5 
« howſoever elſe you call them, which he has not the Ordi- 
« himſelf ?*” = Here again (lays the Remarker) vation 
it is ſtill more evident that Barlow was not the Or- 2 _ , 
dainer of Parker. Still more evident; then it was 14 — 
made evident before: But we have ſeen in what tend e 
manner ; his Proof was, that Barlow poſitively was from 
was not the Conſecrator of Parker, becauſe he % New 
either was not his Conſecrator, or, if he was his fers. 
Conſecrator, he was no Biſhop; in this Way he 
had made it evident before. But it may perhaps 
be made more evident now: And — this Ar- 
gument, if it be concluſive, and relate to Parker, 
is a direct and poſitive Proof that Parker was not 
conſecrated by Barlow. 

Let us ſee then how he argues. - Harding, he 
lays, manifeſtly objects that all the Ordination they 
can pretend to was from the New Miniſters ; that 
is, as he underſtands it, from the New Biſhops 
made in the Beginning of Queen Elizabeth's 
Reign, All the Ordination They, that is, all 
Queen Zlizabeth's firſt Biſhops can pretend to. 


One would think he intended by this Argument 
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to prove that Harding denies the Fact of the Or. 
dination of all the other Biſhops as well as Pay. 
rer; but he makes ule of it againſt Parker's Con- 
ſecration only. And with good Reaſon, becauſe 
all the other Biſhops, except the firſt four whom 
Parker conſecrated, had none but him and other 
new Biſhops made by him, for their Conſecrators, 
(only Hodgskins the Suffragan was aſſiſtant to him 
and Grindal and Cox, in the Conſecration of Hun 

and Jewell, and three others conſecrated with them) 
and it would have been a ſtrange way of arguing 
to diſprove their being in fact conſecrated by the 


new Biſhops, from — ſaying (as he under- 


ſtands him) that they could not pretend to any o- 
ther Ordination but from the new Biſhops. As to 
Parker, he might have urged againſt the Account 
of his Conſecration in the Regiſter that not Bar- 
low only, but alſo Hodgskins, Scory, and Coverdalt, 
could not be his Conſecrators, 2 none of theſe 
three were Biſhops then newly made. : 
But to conſider the Force of his Argument to 
rove that Parker was not conſecrated by Barlou. 
t lies in this, that Barlow was not one of the New 
Miniſters. Harding ſays Parker had no Ordina- 
tion bur from the New Miniſters, conſequently he 
had none from Barlow, who (as the Remarker hes 
— was any Biſhop, was not at leaſt one of the New 
iſnops. Tis plain he underſtands by the New 
Maniſters, thoſe Biſhops that were newly made, 
not before Queen Elizabeth's Reign. But can he 
aſſure us that his Author had that Meaning? 
Might he not mean ſome others taking upon 
themſelves to be Biſhops (before that time) of that 
which he calls the New Church, or Religion? 
Harding did very well remember that there were 
ſome Perſons in King Edward's Reign that foot 
upon them to give Holy Orders, tha” they were them- 
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| felves (as he ſays) altogether out of Order, and had 
forſaken the whole Succeſſion of Biſhops in Chriſten- 
dome, and erected a New Congregation of their ow 
planting. Himſelf owns that he had taken Dea- 
con's Orders from one or ſome of them: And we 
know beſides that he was-in that Reign a * zealous 
Preacher for the Reformation juſt before the Death 
of that King. But if he had been on the other 
Side, and writ in that King's time againſt the Re- 
formers, would he not have called the Proteſtant 
Biſhops the New Miniſters of this New Congrega- 
tion? Thoſe Biſhops were Cranmer, Barlow, Far- 
rar, Ridley, Poynet, Hooper, Scory, Coverdale, 
Sc. And what became of theſe Men after it 
leaſed God to deprive us of that Excellent Young 
ince, under whoſe Protection they had erected 
their New Reformed Church or Congregation ? 
Were they all, as well as Cranmer, Ferrar, Rid- 


ley, and Hooper, brought to the Stake in Queen 


Mary's Reign? Or did ſome of them eſcape the 
Fury of that bloody Perſecution? And was not 
Barlow one of — who with ſome others, Bi- 
ſhops as well as Prieſts of the Reformed Church 
of England, fled from that Perſecution, and took 
Sanctuary in other Countries? where they conti- 


nued till that Tyranny of the Popiſn Prelates was 


overpaſt, and a Gracious Providence y—_ a 
Way for their Return? We are as forward as they 
can be to ſay that Barlow ought in Duty rather to 


have accompanied thoſe that died at the Stake, 


than to have ſaved himſelf by diſſembling and 
denying his Profeſſion, which the Fear of Death 


e him diſown till he could find a Way to 


eſcape that fiery Trial: But however, he (tho? by 
a Way ſo diſhonourable) was one of them that 


lived to ſee better Times. And then, upon the 


Acceſſion of a Proteſtant Princeſs to the Throne, 


* Burnet's Hiſt. of Reform. Part 2. p. 272. 


Ce Sanders 


385 


3% 


' The Nacs-Hrap FABLI 
Sanders himſelf tells us that the Engliſh Exiles 
returned from Abroad in the greateſt Haſte ; and 
we know from better Authority, That Scory and 
Barlow came over early in the Year 1559. about 
the End of which Year Parker was conſecrated; 
That » Scory bore a Part in the Conference, 
March 31. and April 1.; and x Barlow preached 
at St. Paul's Croſs before the End of April; and 
Scory in the ſame Place about the Middle of Au- 

ft; and Coverdale about the Middle of Noven- 
= following; That Y Barlow and Scory both 


joined with Parker the 8th and th of September in 


performing the Ceremony of the Obſequies of the 
French King; That by a Mandate from the 
Queen, dated that ninth of September, they, with 
ſome of the Popiſh Biſhops, and-Landaf, were 
required to confirm and conſecrate Parker ; and 
by a ſecond Mandate, Dec. 6. directed to Lan- 
daff and them two, and four others, were re- 
uired to do it, and in Obedience to that Man- 
ate, Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins firſt 
confirmed Parker's Election to the See of Canter- 
bury, and then laid their Hands upon him to con- 
ſecrate him Arch-Biſhop. : 
If the Remarker can make it appear that Hard- 
ing knew of no ſuch Miniſters of the New Re- 
formed Church of England in King Edward's 
time as Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins, 
or that he knew they utterly diſappeared in Queen 
Mary's Reign, ſo as never to ſhew their Heads 
again under Queen Elizabeth, or that they could 


not take upon them in her Reign to ordain Bi- 
ſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, as they had before 


in King Edward's; if he can ſhew all this, then 
he may have ſome Ground to ſay that Harding, 
by the New Miniſters, could not mean Barlow, &c. 


” Sup. p. 2. Strype's Annals of Q. Eliz. Vol. 1. p. 89- 
* Id. p.135, 136. Id. p. 128. * Id. Life of Mat. 
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but only Parker himſelf, and the reſt of the Bi- 
ſhops that were made after Queen Elizabeth's Ac- 
ceſſion to the Throne: But if he cannot, then he 
will have no Reaſon to be confident of the Strength 
of this New Argument. ä 989 

But it is ſtrange that when he was ſo fortunate This 4r- 
as to make this Diſcovery, he ſhould not ſee how £7»? 
to proſecute the Argument to the beſt Advantage. _ 5 " 
Harding, he ſays, manifeſtly deelares that Parker parker 
and all our firſt Biſhops could pretend to no other and our 
Ordination but from the New Miniſters; that is, Ait Bi- 
the Biſhops newly made. Theſe Biſhops were, ſoups 1 : 
Parker himſelf, and Grindall, Cox, Sands, Fewell, by = 
Young, Horne, &c. If They, that is, all the Per- ur by 
ſons above-named, and others, could pretend to en- 
no Ordination but from the New Biſhops, then Helen 4 


. x - ? 
they could pretend to no Ordination but from — rob 


tbemſelves, conſequently they muſt have laid Hands Head $te- 
upon one another. Did he not ſee that this is a j. 


plain Evidence from Harding, that Parker and the 
reſt had no other Conſecration, but ſuch an one as 
ſtands upon Record in the Story of the Nay's- 
Head Tavern? That theſe New Miniſters met to- 
gether, and one or more of them laid Hands up- 
on the reſt of the Company, and then one or more 
of thoſe that were firſt ordained laid their Hands 

n their Conſecrators? So it muſt have been, 
if the New Biſhops could pretend to no Ordina- 


tion but from the New Biſhops; that is, from 


themſelves: They could not then pretend to be 
conſecrated, but by one another. A not this the 
Nag's-Head Ordination, bating only the Name of 
the Place, and of Scory, that firſt conſecrated the 
others, and then was himſelf conſecrated by one 
or more of them, and of what paſſed relating to 
Landaff ? The Remarker might have ſpared him- 


ſelf the Trouble of uſing any other Arguments; 


this one alone, that Harding ſays they could have 


no Ordination but from the New Miniſters, is 


Cc 2 enough, 
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enough, both to deſtroy the Credit of the Lam- 
beth Ordination, and to ſet up inſtead of it that of 
the Tavern. | 


Harding? 9. Harding gives us a farther Proof that he had 
Fnftances no thought of calling in queſtion the Fact of 
2. bo ver Jewell's Ordination, from the Inſtances which he 
which ze produces (in the * next and allowing Pages after 
makes pa- his ueſtions about his Vocation) from Athang- 
rallel to ſius, Epiphanius, Hierome, and Cyprian, of Per. 
_ , fons whoſe Caſes he makes parallel to Fewell's, in 
| = *, the want of true Orders. Theſe Caſes, ſuppoſing 
Defign to him to deny that Jewell had in fact any Ordinati- 
deny the on or Impoſition of Hands at all, ought to be of 
Tas of his Perſons who had not only no valid Ordination, 
Ordinati. but none in fact, as he is ded to affi 

on. , s pretended to affirm of 
Jeuell. But the contrary plainly appears in the 
| firſt Inſtance, of 1ſchyras's Caſe, mentioned al- 

ready Þ; whom Harding owns to have had Im 
fition of Hands from Colluthus, but that his Or- 
dination was judged to be invalid by Athanaſius 
and other 8 becauſe Colluthus was himſelf 
no more than a Prieſt. Harding asks Jewell, Why 
may not all good Catholicks judge the ſame of him, 
as Athanaſius did of Iſchyras? What does he mean 
they may judge of him ? that he had no Impoſi- 


tion of Hands at all, from any Perſons? or that 
the Perſons who laid Hands upon him were them- 


ſelves, as Colluthus was, no more than Presbyters, 


and conſequently could not give him a valid Or- 
dination? The latter, tis plain, is Harding's 
Judgment, as well as Athanaſius's, of Iſchyras's 
Caſe; and therefore, by his own Confeſſion, he 
cannot be ſuppoſed to judge otherwiſe of Jewell. 

His Meaning, in the next Inſtances, from Epi- 
Pbanius, we learn by his Application of them in 
his own Words. After obſerving what that Father 


Detect. fol. 195. b. 196, 1979. Þ Sup. p. 357. 
1 ſays 


Ch. IX. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


ſays of Zaccheus, who being but a Layman took up- 
on him the Office of a Prieſt; and of two others, 
who took upon them the Office of Biſhops, without 
having received the Impoſition of Hands that per- 
taineth to the Conſecration of a Biſhop : The Cenſure 
that he paſſes upon ſuch as Jewell, follows in theſe 
Words, „Thus they be neither Prieſts nor Dea- 
« cons (Biſhops he ſhould have ſaid in the firſt 
place) „ which be not conſecrated lawfully ac- 
60 cording to the Order uſed in the Church; that 
4 is to wit, by Biſhops lawfully conſecrated, but 
« either by the People, or the Lay- Magiſtrate, as 
« jt is in ſome Places where this Doctrine is 
« profeſſed, or by Monks and Friars Apoſtates, 
* or by excommunicate Prieſts, having no Bi- 
« ſoply Power.” Paſſing by the Expreſſion, 
of the Proteſtant Clergy being conſecrated by the 
People or the Lay-Magiſtrate, inſtead of his ſay- 
ing, their Call to their Functions was by the Fi 


lection of the People, or the Lay-Magiſtrate's 


Appointment z3 we may obſerve, firſt, that his 
Ground of rejecting their Orders is becauſe they 
were not . * by Biſhops lawfully conſecrated. 
Secondly, that he ſpeaks of two ditferent Ways 
whereby they received a Call to their Functions; 


the one from the People, or the Lay-Magiſtrate; 


the other, from Apoſtate Monks and Friars, or ex- 
communicated Prieſts that never had any higher 
Order. Thirdly, that he fpeaks of their being 
made by the People and the Lay-Magiſtrate, as 
the Practice in ſome Places, or Countries, where 
tbe Proteſtant Doctrine is profeſſed ; which Ex- 
preſſion, as he is ſpeaking to Jetell, he could not 
uſe, if he meant that this was the Practice in Eng- 
land; but muſt have faid, As it is with you, and 
in other Places where your Doctrine is profeſſed. 


The Places he means therefore muſt be France, 


Switzerland, and Germany, wherein the Proteſtants, 
he might ſuppoſe, had no other Call to the Mini- 
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ſtry ; but the Practice in England he meant to be, 
for the Clergy not to be made by the ſole Act of 
the People's Election, or the — . 
Appointment, but by the Act of Eccleſiaſtical 
Perſons of the Regular or Secular Clergy (who 
had been once in the Communion of their Church) 
taking upon them to ordain our Biſhops and Cler- 
gy; which Perſons he deſcribes by Monks and 
Friars Apoſtates, and excommunicate Prieſts not hau- 


ing Biſhoply Power. By this it is clear that he 


owns the Fact of ſome ſuch Perſons laying Hands 


on Parker, and Jewell, Fc. as he deſcribes, but 


denies only the Validity of ſuch Impoſition of 
Hands as theirs, for want of being themſelves 
Biſhops truly and lawfully conſecrated. 
Harding®produces two Inſtances more; one 
from St. Jerome, of Hilary the Deacon ; the other 


from St. Cyprian, of Novatian. Of Hilary, be- 


cauſe he never had any higher Order than that of 


Deacon, St. Ferome ſays, that having no Power, 
by his Order, to conſecrate any Clerk that ſhould re- 
main after him, be being dead, with the Man the 
Sect was ended. This Harding applies to the Pro- 
teſtant Church of England, which he ſays muſt be 


at an End at the Deceaſe of their Apoftates who 


came over from them to us; and he is in the right, 
if it be granted him, that there were no Members 
of our Church at that time, whether they had or 
had not been of their Communion, of an higher 
Order than Deacons or Prieſts. But it may be 
asked, what became of that one or more Apoſ- 
tate Biſhop or Biſhops, from whom he confeſſes 
himſelf. to have received the Order of Deacon © 
in King Edward's Reign? Does Harding tell us 
that there was: no ſuch Perſon or Perſons, from 
whom himſelf or others were ordained in that 
Reign, that were in being and in England after 
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Ch. IX. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
Queen Mary's Deceaſe, and Queen Elizabeth's 
Acceſſion to the Throne? Does not our own Hiſ- 


tory 4 give us a certain Account of many more 


than were ſufficient by the Canons to conſecrate a 
Biſhop, that appeared publickly ar that time? 
Might not ſome of theſe Perſons in fact lay Hands 
upon others, to continue the Succeſſion of Biſhops 
and the inferior Clergy? And does not Harding 
own in a manner, that it was in fact done by ſome 
* Monks and Friars Apoſtates and excommunicate 
Prieſts (as he calls them) having no Biſboply Power? 
*Tis true, what was done by them muſt be inva- 
lid and of no effect, if they had not Epiſcopal 
Authority ; but its not being valid in Harding's 
Opinion, 1s no Proof that he denies it was done 
in fact; and we deſire no better Prooßof the Va- 
lidity than that thoſe Perſons were as truly Biſhops 


then as they had been in King Edward's time. 


But there cannot be a plainer Demonſtration that 
Harding had no Thought of objecting againſt the 
Fat of his Adverſary's Ordination, than his laſt 
Inſtance of Novatian. Could this be brought as 
a parallel Caſe of one that never had in fact Hands 
laid upon him to make him Biſhop? Novatian t, 


*tis plain, had not only the Hands of three Per- 


ſons laid upon him, bur of three true and lawful 
Biſhops ; tho? *tis true he had prevailed upon thoſe 
Biſhops to give him an unlawful and ſchiſmatical 


Ordination, and by vertue of that Ordination 


pretended to intrude himſelf into a See already 


full. *Tis for this that St. Cyprian ſays (as Hard- 


ing cites him) that Novatian was ordained Biſhop of 
himſelf ; and not becauſe he had no Impoſition of 
Hands at all. *Tis for this that the Father makes 
all Novatian's Acts, of Baptizing, and adtnini- 
ſtring the Euchariſt, mere Nullities; wherein o 
great a Scholar and Divine as Dr. Harding might 
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eaſily have known that St. Cyprian was under a 
Miſtake, and that his Opinion was rejected not 
long after by ſo great an Authority as that of the 
firſt General Council, who declared that the Ad. 
miniſtrations of the Cathari or Novatians were va- 
lid, their Baptiſms true Baptiſms, and the like of 
their Conſecrations of the Euchariſt, and Ordina- 
tions; and upon that Ground 8 ordered, that u 

on their Return to the Church they ſhould be 
admitted in the ſame Quality and Degree which 
they had in their own Sect, that is, ſhould be re- 
ceived as Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons, if they 
had thoſe Orders before from Novatian Biſhops. 


Harding bids Jewell apply to himſelf all that St. 


Cyprian ſays of that ſchiſmatical Biſhop ; tho? he 
might have better declared all Jewels Acts to be 


null in the Exerciſe of his Function, (as he pre- 
tended that he had no Epiſcopal Conſecration) 


without making the Compariſon between him 
and a Biſhop that was conſecrated by three true 


and lawful Biſhops. But Harding deſired to make 
a Shew of running down his Adverſary with the 
Inſtances which healledges from the Fathers, with- 
out conſidering in this laſt* Inſtance, either that 
Novatian's Caſe was by no means applicable to 
Fewell, or that St. Cyprian himſelf was miſtaken in 
N of Novatian's Caſe: 

Harding's Demand of his Adverſary to ſhew his 
Letters of Orders, has been taken notice of alrea- 
dy h: But we are to take notice of what he ſays 
in the Cloſe of his Objections i, „Though the 
& Prince has promoted you, you are Preſumers 
« and Intruders of yourſelves: Lands and Man- 
« nors the Prince may give you; Prieſthood and 
« Biſhophood the Prince cannot give you.“ This 
the Remarker k tells us the Author ſays, 10 ſew 


b Sup, p. 362, 363, 364- 
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from whence all their pretended Orders flowed. And 
the like Conſequence he draws before, from his 
Words elſewhere, <* A Biſhop you are not, I am 
« right ſure, neither can all the Kings and Queens 
« in the World, nor all the Parliaments of Exg- 
« land, by their own only Power and Authority, 
* make you a Lawful and True Biſhop. ” Theſe 
Words, he ſays, plainly fignify that Harding knew 
of no other Pretence they could lay to Epiſcopacy but 
by the Queen's and Parliament's own only Power. 
Le Quien mn makes the ſame uſe of both theſe Places, 
to ſhew that the Author defies Jewell to prove that 
he was made Biſhop otherwiſe than by the Queen's 
Leiters Patents. But could not both theſe Writers 
ſee that Harding might ſay what he does in theſe 
Words, and yet own (as I have ſhewed n he does 
own) that the Clergy in England were not made 
(as the Practice was in ſome Places where the Pro- 
teſtant Doctrine was profeſſed) by the Lay Magi- 
ſtrate's Power only, but that ſome other Perſons, 
Monks and Friars Apoſtates (as he calls them) or 
excommunicate Prieſts, not having Biſhoply Power, 
acted a Part, diſtinct from the Part of the Lay 
Magiſtrate, in calling the Clergy to their reſpective 
Orders and Functions? If he appears to own this, 
how can it be ſaid that he declares, That in fact 
all their Orders flowed from the Prince, That they 
bad no other Pretence to Epiſcopacy but by the 
Queen's and Parliament's own only Power, and 
That they were not Biſhops otherwiſe than by the 
Queen's Letters Patents? His very Words, that 
neither the Queen or Parliament could make Jewell 
a Biſhop by their own only Power, ſhew that he 
meant there wanted the Concurrence of ſome other, 
the Spiritual Power, that is, as he expreſſes it, of 
lawful Biſhops lawfully conſecrated, without which 


their Ordination could not be valid, tho both the 
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Queen by her Letters Patents, and alſo ſuch Per. 
ſons of the Clergy as he deſcribes, having no Bi- 
fhoply Power, attempted in fact to make him a 
Biſhop. | 


10. I hope I may now conclude, that it ha: 
been ſufficiently and clearly proved from Harding 
himſelf, that in his Objections — Jewell, he 
not only might not, but could not, have any 
Meaning to deny his having been in fact ordained 
or having received Impoſition of Hands for the 
Prieſthood, and the Epiſcopal Order, but only 
that he had not a valid and lawful Ordination. 
This I may conclude, „ From the Author's de- | 
claring by Le Quien's Confeſſion, the Nullity of al 
the Ordination of Parker and our firſt Biſhops, 
becauſe they were ordained by Perſons who had ar 
not the Epiſcopal Order nor Character; ? From ne 
his Demand of Jewell's proving his Right and R 
Authority to take upon him the Office of Biſhop; tl 
From the Ground of his Queſtions to him J 
about his Vocation, that we had no Conſecrated h 
Biſhops; From his Reaſon for his denying c 
Jewel's Ordination to the Prieſthood 3 f From Y 

is Reaſon for denying his Conſecration to the E- 
piſcopal Order; © From his Demands in the In- 
troduction to his Queſtions 3 * * From the Reaſon 
of his demanding a Sight of Jewels Letters of 
Orders; From his Anſwer to the ſame Quel- 

tions which he owns he put to himſelf about his 
receiving the Order of Deacon in King Edward's 
time; and laſtly, « = From the Inſtances he brings 
out of Athanaſius, and others of the Fathers, of 
—_ which he alledges as parallel to Jewell 
Caſe. ry FY 


dap. p. 336, 338, &. 7 P. 346, 347. 1 P. 354 
5 P. 356. 'p 358, 359- N P. 360, 361. * P. 362, 363. 
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. If it is thus clearly proved from the Author 8 
1 himſelf, that he had no thought of denying the py 
2 Fact, but only the Lawfulneſs and Validity of the 
| Ordination of Jewell and Parker, and the reſt of 
our firſt Biſhops; no thought of denying that 
they had any Impoſition of Hands at all, but on- 
ly that they had the laying on of Hands of true 
biſhops: muſt 1t not appear to be a very ſtrange 
ſort of Confidence, or Want of Judgment in F. 
Le Quien, to declare that the Eſſential and Capi- 
tal Point of Controverſy between this Catholick Doc- 
tor and his Adverſary, was not to diſpute whether 
the Ordinations our Biſhops received were valid or 
invalid, but to diſpute their having been ordained at 
all in any manner whatſoever ? that he * calls in 
queſtion their having had any Ordination whatſoever, 
and is the moſt plain, expreſs and punual (le plus 
net & le plus formel) upon this Article? Let the 
Reader fe from hence how much either the Fa- 
ther's Prejudices impoſe upon and blind his own 
* or how willing he is to impoſe upon 
is credulous Catholicks, by confidently pronoun- 
cing that of Harding which the Author's own 
Words plainly prove he never thought of. 
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The Anſwer which our Adverſaries pretend 
Jewell ought to have made to Harding's 0}. 

" gettions againſt the Orders of our _ 
Loe Quien's Attempt to prove that Jewell“ 
Act of Conſecration was called for by Hard- 
ing. The Attempt of the Author of the 
Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy, &c. # 
' prove that Harding expreſl required of 
Jewell o ſhew the Regiſter of his Conſecra- 
tion. That Author convicted of a plain For- 
giery, and Falkfication of Harding's Word.. 
The confident Uſe he makes of this Forgery 
throughout his Book. Juſt Reflections upon 
the Character of that Writer. Harding's 
Reaſon for demanding the Letters of Orders 
ſhews that he had no thought of objecting 
againſt. the Fact, but the Validity of the Or- 
diinations. Tho Jewell had produced the Re. 
giſter, it would not have been a ſatigfactory An- 
eder to his Adverſary. Le Quien's Reflecticm 
upon Jewell's Anſwer to Harding as ſhuffling 
and evaſive. Proved that he gives him a 
proper and direct Anſwer, and that Harding 
makes a ſhuffling Reply, wherein he miſre- 
preſents and falſiſies Jewell's Anſwer. Le 

' Quien's interpreting Jewell's Words, That a 
Conſecration by one Biſhop is valid, as if be 
owned that be himſelf was conſecrated only 
by Scory at the Tavern, What Harding 
fays upon this Occafion ſhews he knew nothing 
of the Nag's-Head Ordination. His Pre- 
tence that Jewell bad not yet anſwered bis 
** Queſtions, 
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Queſtions, at the ſame time when in his De- 
tection he 25 Fand down the Anſwers to 
them. Jewell not obliged to prove his Con- 
ecrators to be true Biſhops, except Harding 
had offered ſome Arguments to 4 the con- 
trary. Le Quien's and Fitzherbert's Re- 
fections upon Jewell's Words, Our Biſhops 
are made in Form and Order, &c. as i he 
meant other . and not himſelf. 
Harding's Reply about the Arch-Biſhop's 
Conſecration. —_ — it — the Pur- 
e of proving, that he never had any Conſe- 
| AA = all” or that he had none 2 at 2 
Nag's-Head. Jewell's making no Rejoinder 
to it, of no Service to our Adverſaries. Le 
Quien furniſhes us with a good Reaſon why 
Jewell muſt think it impertinent to give 
Harding any Proof of the Fact of his Ordi- 
nation. The Father's Pretence that Hard- 
ing, &c. conteſted the Fact of the Ordina- 
tion of our Biſhops, becauſe otherwiſe they 
muſt have been Fools or Madmen to reproach 
them as having never been truly conſecrated. 
The arguing of the Author of the Nullity, 
that we ought out of Charity to Harding and 
Stapleton 7o believe they were certain that 
there was no Conſecration at Lambeth. 


| The An- 
1. JF Harding, as has been ſhewed, never of- fwerwhich 


fered to call in queſtion the Fact of the ur Adver- 


Ordination of Jewell, or the reſt of our firſt Bi- VA pre- 
tend Jew- 


ſhops, Jewell muſt ſee that he had no occaſion, i ought 
for any thing that his Adverſary thought fit to t. babe 
object, to make Proof of that Fact to him which made to 
he never denied. Yet we find Fitzberbert and = _ 
others in his time, and the Author of the Treatiſe Saif au- 
2 of Orders. 
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F Catholick Faith, &c. and of the Nullity of au- 

relatick Clergy, after them, and Le Quien now, 
inſiſting upon Fewell's Silence in this Particular, 
and his neglecting to produce fuch Evidence of 
the Fact as they er to expect, as a plain 
Confeſſion that himſelf and his Brethren had in 
fact either no Ordination whatſoever, or at leaſt 
no better than that at the Tavern. Fitz herbert; 
Words to this Purpoſe we had before; and! 
need not add any more than what we have from 
Le Quien; b Jewell, he ſays, having been ſo 
e often ſummoned, by the late Treaſurer of his 
« Church of Salisbury, to prove his having the 
« Epiſcopal Order, at leaſt from his Letters of 
« Orders, how does he anſwer in his Defence 
« againſt Harding? Does he produce the Act of 
« his Confecration? Does he refer Harding to the 
« Arch-Biſhop's Regiſter? Does he name the 
«« Perſons who were his Conſecrators? Which if 
« done would have ſtop] his Adverſary's 
«« Mouth.” Two things the Father inſiſts upon 
in this Place. Firft, That Harding had called 
for the Act of Fewel!'s Conſecration. Secondly, 
That if ſuch Evidence had been produced, it 
would have been enough to ſilence Harding, and 
LeQuien's to put an End to the Diſpute. The firſt he at- 
Attempt to tempts to prove from Harding's Words, Shew u. 
prove that the Letters of your Orders; wherein he ſays, 


_ 5 „ © Jewell is challenged, preſſed, and defyed, to pri 


Jewell's duce the Letters of his Conſecration, to ſhew any Kt 
Act of giſter where thoſe Letters are depoſited. Let me alk 


\ on ho informed Le Quien, that our Biſhops uſe to 


have Letters Teſtimonial of their Conſecration 
from the Arch-Biſhop, and the Perſons aſſiſting 
him in the Ceremony, and that theſe Letters are 
depoſited with the Act of Conſecration in the 
Arch-Biſhop's Regiſter ? That the whole Pro- 
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Ch.X. thoroughly examined and confuted. 399 
ceeding of a Biſhop's Conſecration is drawn up 
into an Act by Publick Notaries employed for 
thar Purpoſe, and atteſted by them, and entered 
uſually into the publick Regiſter of the Arch- 
Biſhop, and there preſerved ; this the Father might 
eaſily know to be the Practice in England. But 
he is to tell us, Who informed him that befides 
(or inſtead of) this, the Biſhop Conſecrated has 
Letters from the Arch-Biſhop and the reſt of his 
Conſecrators, under their Hands and Seals, I 
preſume; and that theſe Letters are laid up in, or 

a Copy of them is entered into the Arch-Biſhop's 
Regiſter, to be kept there? His Informer was 
probably the ſame from whom he learnt a great 
deal more of the Engliſb Hiſtory, and our Forms 
of proceeding in Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Affairs, 
which enables him to give us for certain Matter 
of Fact, whatever he pleaſes of our Parliaments 4 
and Convocations, Statutes of the Realme, and 
Articles of the Church, and f Proceedings of the 
Judges and Juries in Weſtminſter Hall, with as 
good Authority as he has here to tell us that 
Harding called for Fewell's Letters of his Conſecra- 
tin to the Epiſcopal Order depoſited in the Arch- 
biſhop"s Regiſter. 

| The At- 


2. However, Le Quien is much more modeſt : ,- 
than another Writer, who finds a Way to aſſure the Au- 
his Readers, that Harding in expreſs Terms called #%9r of the 
upon Jewell to ſhew him the Regiſter of his Con- Oo o 
ſecration. It is the Author of the Nullity of the tick Cler. 
Prelatick Clergy, for whom Le Quien has a great gy, &c. to 
Reſpect, and gives him the Credit of having given prove that 
a 8 ſolid Anſwer to Biſhop Bramball's Conſecration Harding 
of Proteſtant Biſhops vindicated, from Point to 2 "fy 
Point. His Character we have Reaſon to know of Jewell 
: | — 
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from what appears of him before; but we ſhal} 
be perfectly acquainted with it upon the Sight of 
his way of anſwering Bramball, in the firſt Point 
which he takes in hand in the firſt and ſecond 


Page of that Treatiſe. The man in Contra- 


diction to what the Author had declared in a for- 
mer Work, » That our Biſhops were often and 
« earneſtly urged, and hardly preſſed by their Ad. 
« verſaries, the Catholick — to make due 
« and authentical Proof of their Calling, and yer 
«« never produced the Regiſter, had faid, i That 
there was no preſſing to produce Regiſters, nor an) 
thing objefted that > Pai the Production of a Re- 
giſter. The Author replies, * That they were 
«« preſſed immediately after, you may learn out 
« of Dr. Harding. We ſay likewiſe to you, Mr, 
« Jewell, and to each of your Companions, 
« Shew us the Regiſter of your Biſhops, Ge. 
« Shew us the Letters of your Orders. But Or- 
der you have not; for who could give that to 
« you, of all theſe new Miniſters, which he hath 
not himſelf ?”* 

To fee what Grounds he has from his Author, 
we are to look into Harding's Conſutation l of Jewdl's 


Apology, and his Recital of that Part of it over 


again in his w Detection of Errors, &c. There he 
denies the Orders of him and the reſt of our Bi- 
ſhops upon a double Account; firſt, their Want 
of Apoſtolick Succeſſion ; ſecondly, their Want 
of true Vocation or Ordination. The firſt he 
charges them with, where he aſks Jewell, ® How 
„ can you reckon us up your Succeſſion, b 

* which you may refer your Impoſition of Han 

« and Conſecration to ſome of the Apoſtles or 
« their Scholars?” This may be underſtood of 


d Treatiſe of Tatholick Faith and Hereſy, p. 16, 21. 
' © Bramhall's Works, p. 484. * Nullity of the Prelatick 
Clergy, p. 2. *' Jewell's Detenſe of the Apology, Ed-1609- 
p. 119. Fol. 194. Ibid. * 
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the perſonal Succeſſion of every Biſhop truly con- 
ſecrated, whereby he derives his Orders from the 
Apoſtles, by the Mediation of other true Biſhops 
from whom he receives his Conſecration, who had 
theirs from other Biſhops before them, and they 
in like manner in a Line backwards up to the 
Apoſtles times. But this Succeſſion is the ſame 
with a true Vocation or Conſecration; and tho? 
the Conſecration, with the Deſignation to a par- 
ticular See, makes the Perſon Biſhop of that See, 
and Succeſſor to the Biſhops of that See before 
him, yet this, in Harding's Opinion, is of no ef- 
fect, without a Succeſſion in Doctrine (not to the 
Apoſtles only, but) to all the Biſhops that were 
his Predeceſſors in that See. And the Want of 
this he objects to Jewell in the next Queſtion that 
he puts to him. » How many Biſhops can you 
« reckon whom in the Church of Sarisbury you 
« have ſucceeded as well in Doctrine, as in out- 
« ward fitting in that Chair! Did any Biſhop in 
« that Chair before you teach that Doctrine?“ 
This Objection he enforces p, by alledging what 
Tertullian ſays againſt rhe Hereticks of his time, 
and St. Auſtin againſt the Denatiſts. Tertullian's 
Words are, Edant Origines Eecleſiarum ſuarum, 
Evolvant Ordines Epiſcoporum ſuorum, c. This 
Harding applies to his Adverſary and his Brethren, 
« We fay likewiſe to you, Mr. Fewe!!-— and 
« to each of your Companions, Tell us the Ori- 
« pinal and firſt Spring of your Churches. Shew 
« us the Regiſter of your Biſhops ſucceeding one an- 
« other from the beginning, ſo as that the firſt have 
« ſome one of the Apoſtles, or of the Apoſto- 
« lick Men for his Author and Predeceſſor, c.“ 
He paſſes preſently from Succeſſion to Vocation, 
and after proſecuting that Argument, he puts a 


| Queſtion to Jewell, at the diſtance of three or 


» Ibid, Detection, fol, 194. b. 
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four Pages in the Detection a, Tell us whether 
«« your Vocation be ordinary or extraordinary, 
« If it be ordinary, ſhew us the Letters of your 
„ Orders hut Order and Conſecration you 
& have not, c. 

By this View of the Author himſelf we plain! 
ſee what Regiſter it is that he calls for from Jewell, 
or Parker, and the reſt of our Biſhops ; a Regiſ- 
ter or Roll of the Biſhops before them in their re- 
ſpective Sees, ſuch as he immediately refers to in 
r St. Auſtin, who ſets down the Names of thirt 


eight Biſhops of Rome from St. Peter to Anaſta- 


ſius, the Biſhop of that See in his time. And 
yet it is this which the Writer of the Nullity gives 
us for a Proof of Harding's demanding of our Bi- 
ſhops to produce the Regiſter of the Als of their 
ſeveral Conſecrations, to ſhew who were their Con- 
ſecrators, and by what Form and Manner th 

were conſecrated. It appears plainly how _—_ 
he miſrepreſents his Author. Harding does not 
mean here the preſent Biſnops, nor the Regiſter 
of their Conſecrations, with their own Names and 


the Names and Number of the Biſhops at that 


time who laid Hands upon them; but he ſpeaks 


of the former Biſhops from the Beginning, and 
calls for æ Liſt of their Names, and the Line of 
their Succeſſion in the Churches; and his Deſign is, 
not to enquire of their Conſecrations, but whether 
any of them taught (as he is forward to deny they 
ever did) the ſame Doctrine with the Engliſb Pro- 
teſtant Biſhops. This is clear from the Words of 
Tertullian which he cites, Evolvant ordines Epiſco- 
forum ſuorum, Let them ſhet us the Rolls or Cata- 
logues of their Biſhops, by which his Meaning is to 
convince the Hereticks that none of the Biſhops 
in the Apoſtolick Churches ever maintained their 
Heretical Doctrines; and for this Purpoſe he re- 


4 Fol. 197. a. © Epiſt, 165, 
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fers them to the Succeſſion of Biſhops in the 
Churches of Rome, Smyrna and Epheſus: As St. 
Auſtin gives the Donatiſts a Liſt of the Biſhops of 
Rome, to ſhew there was not one Donatiſt in that 
Line. Accordingly, Harding tells Jewell f, that 
reckoning all the Biſhops of Sarisbury from (the laſt 
before him) Biſhop Capon, t Auſtin the Apoſtle of 
the Engliſh, and from him by Pope Gregory to 
St. Peter, in all that Row of Biſhops there would 
be found never à one that believed as Jewell believed. 
Almoſt all theſe Predeceſſors of Jewell's had been 
in their Graves many Years, or Centuries of 
Years; and Capon the laſt of them had been de- 
ceaſed ſome time before that Prelate was nomi- 
nated, much more before he was conſecrated Bi- 
ſhop of that Church : How could Harding then, 
in calling for a Regiſter of his Predeceſſors, be 
underſtood to demand the Regiſter of his Conſe- 
crators ? Beſides, upon this Suppoſition, that he 
profeſſed another Doctrine than his Predeceſſors, 
his Adverſary would have denied him to have the 
true Succeſſion, tho? he had been obliged to con- 
feſs that he had received true Conſecration; as he 
does in the Caſe of Arch-Biſhop r Cranmer, whoſe 
Conſecration tho? he does not call in queſtion, yet 
he denies him to be he Succeſſor of (the Arch-Biſhop 
before him) Biſbop Warham, in the Chair of Can- 
terbury. 


3. But the Writer of the Nullity himſelf will 2247 A. 
fave us any farther Trouble, and ſhew that he ne- her con- 
ver had any Intention to repreſent his Author's % of s 
Meaning or Words truly and fairly, but to im-? m_ — 
poſe upon his credulous Catholick Readers by a Fall fice- 
pious Fraud, for want of better Evidence to make tion »f 
good his Aſſertion that Harding had preſſed our Bi- Harding 


ſhops to ſhew the Regiſter. The Citation, Shew 79 


Detect. fol. 194, 195. 24 Detect. f. 204- 2. 
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« us the Regiſter of your Biſhops, Sc. Shew us 
your Letters of Orders,“ proves it manifeſtly, 
After the Words your Biſhops (that they may be 
taken not for the former, but the preſent Biſhops) 
he leaves out the Words ſucceeding one another 


from the Beginning, ſo as that the firſt have ſome one 


of the Apoſtles or Apoſtolick Men for his Author and 
Predeceſſor ; which clearly determine the Senſe of 
the toregoing Words, the Regiſter of your Biſhops, 
to be quite different from that which it is his De- 
ſign to put upon them. This is his firſt Step; 
the next is, to cover the Omiſſion of thoſe Words 
ſucceeding one another from the Beginning, with an 6c, 
as if the Words he conceals from the Reader were 
no more pertinent or coherent to the Words fore- 


going, or to the Author's Subject of our Want of 


Succeſſion in point of Doctrine, than any Part of 
a Period, that is left out with the ſame Mark, to 
denote that more might be added if it were not 
unneceſſary and ſuperfluous. It is juſt the ſame as 


if I were giving an account of this Writer's Work, 


under the Title of The Nullity of the Prelatick Cler- 
gy, Sc. and no more, and ſhould go on by fa- 
vour of this Trick to lead the Reader into an O- 
pinion, that his Subject is to diſprove the Orders 
of the Church (not of England, but) of Rome. 
This would be doing as great Juſtice to this Au- 
thor as he does to Harding. His laſt Artifice is 
ro blind his Reader with other Words of the Au- 
thor, which he finds at a diſtance, Shew us the 
Letters of your Orders, and joins them to the 


Words before, Sew us the Regiſter of your Biſhops, 
. foria Key to unlock their Meaning. In that Place 
Harding is objecting to his Adverſary the Want of 


Vocation and Ordination, and if the Words had 
been, Shew us the Regifter (inſtead of the Letters) 


If your Orders, it would have been enough alone 


Deteck. fol. 197. 4 
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by it ſelf, to prove that he called for the Regiſ- 
ter of Jewell's Conſecration; but it wanted only 
the Word Regiſter. The former Part of his Ci- 


tation has the Word expreſly, he Regiſter of your 


Biſhops ; but then it is upon the Subject of Succeſ- 
ſion, and not of Vocation : put both together, in 


the Manner that this Writer has the Skill to do, 


and each of them makes up the Deficiency of the 
other, Shew us the Regiſter of your Biſhops, of their 
Orders and Conſecration, and the whole amounts to 
a compleat Proof of Harding's having called for 
the Regiſter of Jewell's Conſecration in expreſs 
Terms. 


405 


Here we ſee that, to ſeem to make good his for- The conf 
mer Aſſertion, of the Regiſter's being frequently dent Uſe 


and conſtantly called for by their Doctors, he at- 
tempts to run down Biſhop Bramhall, and to put 


that he 


makes of 
this For- 


a Cheat upon his Readers, by an open and pal- gery thro'- 
pable Forgery, and a premeditated and deliberate , his 


Falſification of the Words of his Author. And B 
yet, as if this were a fair Proof of his Point, he 


proceeds upon it as undoubted Matter of Fact, 
and makes it the Ground of his Reply through- 
out his Book, to any thing that the Biſhop ſays, 
as. he finds Occaſion, The Reader will fee it 
twice done in the next Page v, where he ſays that 
Harding Had called for the Regiſter before the AF 
was made in Parliament, 8 Eliz. and ſeven Years 
before the Book of the ſeventy Arch-Biſhops of Can- 
terbury was printed. And ſo again *, That the 


Regiſter was called for frequently and earneſtiy in 


the Beginning of Queen Elizabeth's Reign. y That 
our firſt Superintendents never durſt ſend Harding, 
or any of the reſt that deſired it, an authentick Copy 
of thoſe Records out of their Regiſtry. * That 
Parker or Jewell ought to have remitted Harding 


to theſe Regiſters, when he ſo earneſtly called for them, 


7 Nullity, p.3. *P.g. P. . P. 29: 
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Shew us your Regiſters, in the Year 1566. That 
Bramhall had Reaſon to commend Jewell's Prudence 
(that is the Turn which he gives to the Biſhop's 


Words, that nothing urged by their Doctors re- 


quired that we ſhould cite the Regiſters in Prudence) 
for not anſwering Harding when he preſſed him to 
ſhew the Regiſters of his Biſhops and his Letters 4 


- Orders. And b That Jewell in his Anſwer to Hard- 


Juſi Re- 
flettions 
apon the 
Character 
of that 
Writer. 


ing cites no Regiſters, tho his Adverſary called for 
them expreſly, Shew us your Regiſters. 

We ſee how full the Author was of this Diſco- 
very from Harding, and how often he inſiſts upon 
it as a Matter out of all Diſpute. And is not 
this the fame Writer (for himſelf owns that his 


former Treatiſe was the Work of but one, and 


not, as Biſhop Bramhall thought, of two Fathers 
of the Society) from whom we have the ſcandalous 


Story © of the Speech of a Proteſtant Biſhop, to 


prove the Succeſſion of our Prelates from the laſt Ca- 
tholick Biſhops who (as he makes Biſhop Morton 
ſay) by Impoſition of Hands ordained the firſt Pro- 
teſtant Biſhops at the Nag's-Head in Cheapſide, as 
was notorious to all the World ? A Story which 
(beſides its proving itſelf to be falſe, by its con- 
tradicting the Grand Fable which it was deſigned 


to ſupport, and transforming the Proteſtant Con- 


ſecrator there, the Apoſtate Prieſt Scory, into more 
than one of the laſt Engliſh Biſhops of the Church 
of Rome) was demonſtrated, by the 4 Proteſtati- 
ons of the injured Biſhop, (one in a Codicil an- 
nexed to his Will, with a Declaration of his Faith, 
and a ſhort Vindication of himſelf from this Slan- 
der; and two others in a larger Vindication ſigned 
and ſealed in the Preſence of a Publick Notary, 
by whom they are atteſted as well as by other Wit- 


7-44. . 69. © Treatiſe of Catholick Faith 
and Hereſy, p 9. Bramhall's Works, p. 430. Bram - 
hall's Works, p. 432, 433, 434. F. Le Courayer's Diſſertation, 
p. 356. to p. 360. His Defence, Vol. 2. p. 515. to p. 518. 
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neſſes, declared by the ſame Notaries to be then 
preſent) and by other Teſtimonies of the greateſt 
Authority and Weight, to be nothing elſe but a 
wicked Lie and a baſe Calumny. Should not this 
Blot upon the Author's Reputation have obliged 
him to be cautious either never to write again, or 
to let nothing drop from his Pen but what was 
agreeable to the ſtricteſt and moſt exact Truth 
and Sincerity? And yet we find him, in the very 
Entrance upon his Defence, ſhewing us another 
Trick of the ſame Nature, and putting a Speech 
into Harding's Mouth, contrary, as his own Con- 
ſcience told him, to the Author's plain and un- 
queſtionable Meaning, and proved to be ſo, by 
his own extraordinary Contrivance to lay the 
Words before his Readers in a falſe Light. Is not 


this a good Preparation for us, as well as for Fa- 


ther Le Quien and the Remarker, (if they read 
the Writer himſelf, and did not only tranſcribe 
what they found in the Notes of the Poet Ward) 
to give Credit to his Second Report (to confirm 
his former of Morton's Speech) of the Lord Aud- 
ley's Teſtiſication upon Oath, of his having heard that 
Speech? An Oath taken before no Body, that we 
hear of, qualified to give authentick Evidence of 
that Lord's having made Oath before him of the 
Truth of his Depoſition, nor before any Witneſ- 
ſes preſent at his making and ſwearing to the 
Truth of this Depoſition; which yet we are to be- 
lieve was both made and ſworn to, upon this Au- 
thor's bare Word in his laſt Chapter; tho' we 
have ſo very little Reaſon to depend upon his In- 
tegrity and Veracity, from his putting ſuch a Cheat 
upon his Readers in the firſt Chapter, and carry- 


ing it on thro' the Book, and even in this laſt 


ter aſking Bramball , Why the Records 
our Pretended Solemnity at Lambeth were 


Ch 
* 
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«© not produced, when ſome Evidence was deſired 
« of our firſt Biſhops to clear their Conſecration 
ce and the very Regiſters ſo earneſtly called for?“ 


Proved 4, But to ſay nothing more of his artful, but 
from the ſcandalous, Management of his Cauſe, it is eaſy to 
wy '7 ſhew to how little Purpoſe it was for him to take 
eee 77 ſuch Pains to miſinterpret and falſify thoſe Words 
theLetter; of Harding. His Words that follow preſently 
of Orders, after, in the ſame Page of the Nullity, prove (as 
that his J have ſhewed before f ) that it could not be his 


Obje4i | 
- py Meaning to deny that Jewell could bring any 


gain the Proof of the Fact of his Conſecration, but only 


Validity that he could not ſhew that he had a true and va- 
of the Or- lid Conſecration. Let his Words be, if you pleaſe, 
9inatien. Shes us (not the Letters but) the Regiſter of your 
Orders. Let theſe be his firſt Words. It follows 
preſently after, But Order and Conſecration you have 

not. Take the Meaning of this to be, «+ You 

4 had not in Fact any Ordination, or Impoſition 

« of Hands, nor can ſhew by any Regiſter that 

« you had Hands laid upon you.“ Now fee, in 

the very next Words, Harding's Reaſon for af- 

firming this; For who could give that to you of all 

theſe New . Miniſters, howſoever elſe you call them, 

which he hath not himſelf © He denies Jewell to 

have the Epiſcopal Order, becauſe none of the 
Proteſtant Miniſters could give him the Order : 

and why? Becauſe they had not received the E- 
piſcopal Order themſelves. Does he mean that 

their not having the Order themſelves made it im- 

poſſible for any of them to lay their Hands upon 

Zewwell, and to take upon them to give him the 

Order? Or muſt he not neceſſarily be underſtood 

to mean, that this made it impoſſible for them to 

ive him a true and valid Conſecration, that 1s, 

y Impoſition of Hands, or any other Act of 


f Sup. p. 362, 363. * | 
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theirs, to confer upon him the Epiſcopal Order? 

To ſuppoſe the former to be his Meaning, is to 

make him ſo abſurd as to ſay that no Perſon that 

is not a Biſhop can in fact take upon him to act 

as a Biſhop; contrary to that which he owns to be 

Fact a little before in the Caſe of Collutbus's or- 

daining 1/chyras, and to that which it is his whole 
Buſineſs to lay to the Charge of Jewell, and the 

reſt of our Prelates, their preſuming to execute 

the Epiſcopal Function without ever having re- 

ceived the Order and Character. And yet this muſt 

be his Meaning, if his Demand of — Letters of 
Orders be for a Proof of Jewell's being ordaithed 

in fact: Which Proof Jewell might have exhibit- 
ed, and ſhewed that he had Hands laid upon him 

by Arch-Biſhop Parker, and three more Prote- 

ſtant Biſhops; and have made the like Proof of 

Parker's Ordination, that he had Impoſition of 

Hands from Barlow and three other Biſhops, and 
yet the Reaſon of Harding's Objection would have 

had ſtill its full Force, Order and Conſecra- 

« tion you have not ; for none of theſe Proteſtant 

« Miniſters, by what other Names ſoever you 

« call them, of Arch-Biſhop or Biſhops, could 
give you the true Epiſcopal Order, or a valid 

6c KN becauſe they never had it them- 

« felves. 


5. But Le Quien tells us 8, if Jewell had pro- b Jews 
duced the Act of his Conſecration, or referred Hard- ell had 
ing to the Regiſter of the Arch-Biſhop, or named the . 
Perſons who were his Conſecrators, this, if done, e, * | 
would have ſtopt his Adverſary's Mouth: And does would not 
the Father think thus in earneſt? It would, as has have bees 
been ſhewed before b, have ſtopt his Mouth juſt 4 tig c- 


as effectually, as 1chyras might have ſilenced — — 
N | | Adverſe 
T. 1. p. 296. Sup. p. 349. > Sup. P. 348, 349, 6h. 
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Athanaſius and the other Biſhops, by producing 
Letters Teſtimonial from Colluthus, of his having 
given him the Order of Prieſthood. Harding 
muſt have been utterly ſilenced, having nothing 
to ſay but what Athanaſius and thoſe Biſhops ſaid, 
that tho? ſome ſuch Perſons as Colluthus had taken 
upon them in fact to lay Hands upon Jewell, pre- 
tending to ordain him Prieſt, and conſecrate him 
Biſhop, yet they could not give him either of 
theſe ſacred Orders truly and validly, being, as 
Colluthus was, never conſecrated Biſhops them- 
ſelves. To clear this, and to ſhew how far Jewell 
would have come ſhort either of convincing and 
filencing his Adverſary, or of giving him any 
reaſonable Satisfaction by ſuch an Anſwer as Le 
Quien preſcribes, we need only take a ſhort Re- 
view of Harding's Demands and his Queſtions to 
Jewell, and the Reaſons which he gives to enforce 
them. He demands that he ſhould prove i by 
what Authority he uſurps his Office ; what be can 
alledge for the Right and Proof of his Miniſtry ? 
He requires him to k ſhew that he has received 
Power to do the Office he preſumes to exercife, by due 
Order of laying on of Hands and Conſecration. 
Would FewelPs proving the Fact of his Ordina- 
tion, that he had Impoſition of Hands from ſome 
Perſons whom Harding would preſently declare to 
be no Biſhops, oblige him either to be ſilent, or 
to own that Fewwell had made full Proof of that 
Right, Authority and Power, to execute his Func- 
tion, which he had before challenged him to 
prove? Beſides, he calls in queſtion his having 
Teceived ſo much as Prieſt's Orders, and gives this 
Reaſon for it, becauſe to give the Order of Prieſt- 
hood | was never in the Power of any but a Biſhop. 
Could it be a ſatisfactory Anſwer for Jewell to 
| ſhew that he had Hands laid upon him for that 


i DeteQ, f 195. a = Ibid. f. 197. a. bid. f. 195: % 
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Purpoſe, by ſome Perſon who his Adverſa 

would fay was no Biſhop? He denies likewiſe his 
having the Epiſcopal Order, becauſe = Biſhops 
were always conſecrated by Biſhops, and by no 
fewer, according to the Canons, than three Biſhops. 
Would FewelPs ſhewing from the Regiſter the 
Names of four Perſons that were his Conſecrators, 
every one of whom Harding would deny to be 
any thing more than a Prieſt, ſtop Harding's 
Mouth; or make him confeſs that his Adverſary 
had a true and canonical Conſecration from three 
or four Biſhops? In ſhort, Harding pronounces in 
general at the firſt, that the 2 bad no 
Conſecrated Biſhops in their Sect, and afterwards u, 
that none of the 9 New Miniſters, however digni- 
fied in Name and Title, had themſelves the Epiſ- 
copal Order or Conſecration, and therefore were 
all of them uncapable to give it to Jewell, or any 
Body elſe. Could Fewel”s producing the Names 
of four of the New Proteſtant Clergy, one Arch- 
Biſhop, and three Biſhops, (ſo called) be ſuffici- 
ent to convince his Adverſary that theſe four were 
conſecrated Biſhops, and had themſelves received 
due Order and Conſecration, and conſequently 
had conferred the ſame upon him? If Le Quien 
ſees now, from the very Words of his Author, 
that Jewell's producing the AZ of his Conſecration, 
or Letters Teſtimonial from the Arch-Biſhop, or 
referring Harding for both to the Arch-Biſhop's Re- 
giſter, or naming the Perſons that conſecrated him, 
would by no means have come up to the leaſt 
Appearance of a convincing or ſatisfactory An- 
ſwer to his Adverſary ; then let the Father, if he 
pleaſes, apply to himſelf that Return which Hard- 
ing in Reaſon would have made to this Anſwer of 
Jewell s. Lou are ſo weak, or diſingenuous, 
« as to take my Meaning to be, to require no- 
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& thing more to the Proof of your Miniſtry, but 
ec a ſight of the Names of thoſe Perſons, be they 


«© who they would, that took upon them to give 
& you Impoſition of Hands, and performed the 


* 


« Office preſcribed in King Edward's Ordinal for 
« the making of Biſhops and Prieſts; but you 
6 are very much miſtaken, for their very Names 
&« which you give me are enough to prove that 
« tho? you were ordained by thoſe Perſons, yet 
you have had none but Presbyters at your Or- 
dination, not one that was a Conſecrated Biſhop, 
„ and therefore I muſt ſtill declare that you were 
«© neither ordained Prieſt, or conſecrated Biſhop, 
«© by ſuch an Ordination.“ 


LeQuien's ©. But the Father is at leaſt ſatisfied that Feel} 
Refietions himſelf underſtood Harding as he does, and conſe. 
3 1 quently looked upon himſelf to be obliged, in 
fer „ anſwer to his Demands and Queſtions, to make 
Harding Proof that he was ordained in fact; and being ſo 
4 ſhuf- unhappy as to have no Evidence of the Fact to 
fling and produce, nothing to lay before his Adverſary of 
— authentick Inſtrument of his Conſecration, ei- 
ther from an Act of it in the Regiſter, or Letters 

under the Hand of the Arch-Biſhop, depoſited 

there, as the Father imagines to be the Practice; 

being under theſe Difficulties, he had no other way 

to anſwer, but (as the Father ſays p, en biaiſant) 

by /hifting and ſhuffling, and uſing what Tricks and 
Evaſions he could. Let us, if the Reader pleaſes, 

attend Le Quien in this Diſcovery. He tells us, 

Fewell at firit anſwers, by demanding what Canon 

of the Church it is that ordains, that a Biſhop be 
conſecrated by three Biſhops ; and then remarks, 

That it is the Celebrated Jewell, that Great Maſter 

7 the Engliſh Proteſtanis, who asks this Queſtion ! 

This is to give us, as well as his own Party, a true 
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Meaſure of the Learning and Abilities of a Writer, 
whom we, at leaſt, might otherwiſe be apt to 
have in Admiration; but this will teach us to un- 
derſtand better, how little it was, if any, Skill and 
Knowledge in Divinity, that our Great Maſter 


could pretend to, when we find he knew ſo little 


of the Canons of the Church as to want to be in- 
formed by his Adverſary, of this Queſtion. But 
the Father may appear to be too haſty to lead the 
Learned Biſhop in Triumph, before he is ſure of 
a Victory over him: And the Reader, if he has 
ſo much Patience, will find how little Ground he 
has to inſult that Prelate, when it is made plain, 
that all the ſnuffling and tricking in this Matter 
is to be laid to the Charge only of Harding in the 
firſt place, and Le Quien after him. Harding a 
Words, whereupon he grounds his calling in queſ- 
tion Fewell's having been conſecrated Bilkop, are, 
q Biſhops have always, after the Apoſtles time, ac- 
cording to the Eccleſiaſtical Canons, been conſecrated 
by three other Biſhops, with the Conſent of the Metro- 
politan, and Confirmation of the Biſhop -4 Rome. 
Here we have a Declaration of the conſtant Rule 
and Practice of the Church in ordaining Biſhops, 
with a Denial implied, that this Rule-and Prac- 
tice was obſerved in the Ordinations of Jewell and 


the reſt of our Biſhops. To both Particulars, 


his Report of the Canons, and his Denial of their 
being obſerved by us, the Biſhop gives a very per- 
tinent and direct Anſwer, notwithſtanding Le 
Quien could ſee nothing in it but ſhuffling and E- 
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vaſion. The Purport of his Anſwer is, firſt to pe! 
deny that there is any Truth in that which Hard- that le 
ing declares of the Canons, in one Particular, viz, gives 4 
That they require the Pope's Confirmation, be- 727 2 


ſides the Act of the three Biſhops whom they re- 
quire to join in every Biſhop's Conſecration: 
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This he tells Harding is a manifeſt Untruth, and 
defies him to ſhew any Canons of the Church 
that require it. Secondly; to affirm, in plain 
Contradiction to his Adverſary, that in the two 
other Particulars, which the Canons do really pre- 
ſcribe, the Conſent of the Metropolitan, and the 
Conſecration by three Biſhops, the Rule and Practice 
of the Church was obſerved in his own and his 
Brethren's Conſecration. The latter Part of his 
Anſwer I ſhall give the Reader firſt, becauſe it will 
effectually clear the Meaning of the former. His 
Words, when he comes to the proper Place, are, 
Our Biſhops are made in Form and Order as they 
have been ever, by free Election of the Chapter, by 
Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhop, and other three Bi- 
ſhops, and by the Admiſſion of the Prince; to the 
ſame Purpoſe he ſays again, Wai ſucceed the Bi- 
ſbops that have been before our Days; we are elected, 
conſecrated, confirmed, and admitted, as they were, 
Here, beſides that Part which uſed to be acted by 


the Chapter of the vacant See, in the Election of 


the new Biſhop, and the Prince's Part in the Ad- 
miſſion or Inveſtiture of the Biſhop, he aſſerts 
that himſelf and the reſt of the Biſhops were made 
with the Concurrence of the Arch-Biſhop or Me- 


tropolitan in his Part, viz. the Confirmation of 
the Biſhops elect, and his either preſiding himſelf 
in the Conſecration and Impoſition of Hands, with 


a ſufficient Number of Biſhops, two or three more, 
Joining with him; or authorizing three of them at 
the leaſt by his Conſent to act their Part in laying 
on of Hands, and performing the Office in his Ab- 
ſence. And this Jewell declares to have been done 
in Form and Order as it ever had been, and in the 
ſame manner as the Biſhops were made that had been 
before them, only leaving out the Pope's Confir- 
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mation, which he denied to have any Foundation 


in the Rules and Canons, or in the original and 


conſtant Practice of the Church. 


But to turn to the firſt Part of his Anſwer, 
where we find he poſitively denies the Truth of 
that Particular, in Harding's Account of the Ec- 


 clefaftical Canons: His Words are, : Where you 


« ſay that according to the Eccleſiaſtical Canons, 
« ever from the Apoſtles times Biſhops have ever- 
more been conſecrated by three other Biſhops, 
« with the Confirmation of the Biſhop of Rome, 


&« as if without him no Man ought to be allowed 


« to be a Biſhop; you ſhould not ſo unadviſedly 
« report ſo manifeſt Untruth. For I beſeech you 
« where be theſe Eccleſiaſtical Canons? Who de- 
« viſed them? Who made them? Who gave the 
« Pope that ſingular Privilege, that no Biſho 

« ſhould be admitted in all the World but only 
« by him?” Here Jewell plainly denies that the 
Canons require that every Biſhop ſhould be con- 
firmed by the Pope. And what he ſays to Hard- 
ing, if fairly conſidered, muſt be interpreted to 


have this Meaning, „Lou ſpeak as if, beſides 


« the Conſecration of a Biſhop by three Biſhops, 
« the Canons of the Church did farther require 
« that every Biſhop in the Church ſhould be con- 
« firmed by the Biſhop of Rome. Burt pray ſhew 


« us any ſuch Canons that preſcribe this Rule to 


« be obſerved by the Church.** That this is his. 


Meaning, and he had no Thought of denying that 


the Canons required three Biſhops to conſecrate a, 


Biſhop, the Words themſelves ſhew in good mea- 
ſure; he does not ſay, as if without three other Bi- 
ſhops for his Conſecrators no Man ought to be allowed 
to be a Biſhop ;, but as if without the Pope, that 1s, 


without his Confirmation, 20 Man ought to be al- 
qed to be a Biſhop. Nor does he atk, Who de- 


* Def. p. 125. Detect. f. 222. b. 223. a 
viſed 


425 


416 The Nac's-Hrap Fare 


viſed or made the Canons that gave this Privilg; 
to three Biſhops, that no Biſhops ſhould be admit. 
ted but ſuch as were conſecrated by that Number 
of other Biſhops? but o gave the Pope that jy. 
lar Privilege, that no Biſhops ſhould be admitts] 
2 only by him? But his own Words cited before, 
put this Matter out of Diſpute. Our Biſhops (he 
ſays) are made in Form and Order, as they have hen 
ever; that is, in the Form and Order preſcribed 
by the Church; and one Particular wherein he 
fays this Form and Order was obſerved, was in 
their being made by the Conſecration of three Biſhops, 
This he ſays, as Harding himſelf confeſſes, in the 
very next Side of the Leaf; and can it be conceived, 
that in the very Page before he ſhould poſitively 
deny that there was any ſuch Form or Order pre- 
ſcribed by the Church, as the Conſecration of a 
Biſhop by three Biſhops? But there is nothing ſo 
weak or abſurd for any Writer to ſay, but we find 
it can be believed of Jewell by one that reads him 
either with Harding's or Le Quien's Eyes. 


Proved 7. To proceed from his Anſwer in the Dene, 


that Hard- to Harding's Reply in the Detection: Here it will 
ing miſre- plainly appear how Harding ſhifts and ſhuffles, 
lk and plays Tricks to evade giving a direct Anſwer 
1 Jew- do Jewell's Challenge for him to produce the Ca- 
ell's A- nons of the Church that require every Biſhop to be 
fer. confirmed by the Pope; how, to ſerve that Deſign, 
he does not ſtick at a very plain Miſrepreſentation 

of his Adverſary's Words and Meaning. Jewells 
Intention is to call for ſuch Eccleſiaſtical Canons (if 

there were any ſuch to be found) as give the Pope 

that ſingular Privilege that no Biſhop al be admit- 

ted or allowed to be a Biſhop without being firſt 
confirmed by him. Harding was to look for ſuch 


Canons, but was ſenſible there were none ſuch to 
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be found, and therefore offers nothing from the 
Canons for that purpoſe, but lays the Foundation 
of that Privilege * upon Chriſt's Favour in giving 
to St. Peter's Succeſſor the Biſhop of Rome a Right 
that no Biſhop ought to be a Biſhop without his Con- 
ſent, and upon the Communicatory Letters, that uſed 
to be ſent to all Biſhops firſt as well as to the Biſhop 
of Rome. He is willing however to make a She 
to his Readers of producing the Eccleſiaſtical Ca- 
nons which Jewell calls for, but then he makes 
them believe that his Adverſary had denied that 
the Canons required the Conſecration by three Bi- 
ſhops, and the Metropolitan's Conſent, and upon 
that Pretence proceeds to expoſe him either for 
his groſs Ignorance in the Canons of the Church, 


or his diſſembling what he muſt know very well 


the Canons required. He begins * with citing the 
firſt of the Canons of the Apoſtles, Let a Biſhop 
be ordered (or made Biſhop) by two or three Biſhops; 
and then puts it to his Adverſary, Can you ask, 
Where be theſe Eccleſiaſtical Canons? Who deviſed 
them? Who made them? He proves next, from a 
Decree of Hilarius, not from the 4th and 6th Ca- 
nons of the General Council of Nice, that the Me- 
tropolitan's Conſent is required, He had ſeen it 
proved by his Adverſaryy from the 6th Canon of 
that Council, and from the Practice of the Church 
of Conſtantinople; and is it poſſible that after he had 
ſeen Jewell make ſuch Proof of it, he could have the 
Face to ſuggeſt, that the ſame Jewell denied that the 
Canons required the Conſent of the Metropolitan ? 
He goes on to prove the ſame Particulars againſt his 
Adverſary from his own Confeſſion, and ſets down 
his Words, Our Biſhops are made in Form and Order, 
as they have been ever, by the Conſecration of the Arch- 
Biſhop and three other Biſhops ; which Words he ſays 
are in the very next Side of the Leaf, after that wherein 
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he denies that the Canons require the Conſecration 
by three Biſhops, and the Metropolitan's Conſent; 


and then proceeds, If this be the Form and 


« Order of making Biſhops that hath been ever, 
s to be conſecrated by the Arch-Biſhop and three 
« other Biſhops, why were you ſo hot againft 
e me in calling for the Eccleſiaſtical Canons?“ 
Here it appears that he had both ſeen and conſi- 


dered what Jewell ſays in the next Side of the 


Leaf, and compared it with what he had ſaid in 
the Page or Side of the Leaf before. If Jewell had 


jjuſt before in that Page expreſly denied that the Ca- 


nons required three Biſhops and the Metropolitan, 
then he would be plainly convicted, by his own 
Confeſſion preſently following, of Falſhood in 
that which he had ſaid juſt before. But if he ſays 
no more there than indefinitely to aſk, Where be 
theſe Ecclefiaſtical Canons? and explains himſelf 
immediately, that he means by the Canons thoſe 


only whereby the Pope's Right of confirming eve- 


- Biſhop ought to be proved, and in the next 
age owns poſitively that it is the Church's Form 
aud Order (that is, according to the Canons) for 
a Biſhop to be conſecrated by the Arch-Biſhop and three 
other Biſhops ; can any Man that pretends to write with 
Truth and Ingenuity, can any one that is not of 
an hardned Front and ſeared Conſcience, dare to 
charge him with denying that which ſo plainly ap- 
pears to be poſitively affirmed by him? Yet this 
is done by no leſs a Man than Dr. Harding, the 
Great Maſter of the Catholick Diſputants, to re- 
turn F. Le Quien's Civility to Biſhop Jewell. He 
cites theſe Words of Jewell's againſt him, and 
the Reflection he makes upon them is (not, as his 
Conſcience mult tell him, that the Words plainly 
ſhew that Ferwel] could not mean in the Words 
before to deny the Conſecration by the Arch- 
Biſhop and three Biſhops to be according to the 
Canons, but) that Zewwel{ had quite forgot himſelf 
4 
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ſo little Compaſs as from this to the next Page, 
and there (inſtead of explaining what he meant 
before) plainly contradicts and confutes himſelf. Is 
not ſuch a way of writing Controverſy a plain Evi- 
dence that the Writer 1s in the Gall of Bitterneſs 
and Bond of Iniquity, that he can allow himſelf to 
make ſuch a foul 3 of his Adver- 
verſary's Words and Meaning? It will be more 
clear from what the Biſhop ſays himſelf (who beſt 
knew his own Meaning) in his Rejoinder to this 
Part of Harding's Reply in the Additions to his 
Defence of his Apology in the Editions of it that 
followed Harding's Detection. * You forget 
« your ſelf much, Mr. Harding. This was not 
e the Queſtion. You are demanded one thing, 
« and anſwer another. We deny not the Conf. 


_ « cration of three Biſhops. We deny not the 


« Confirmation of the Metropolitan. We our 
« ſelves are ſo conſecrated, and ſo confirmed, 
« The Matter that lieth between us is this, Whe- 
« ther throughout the whole Church of Chrif, 
no Man may be allowed for a Biſhop without 
the Confirmation of the Pope. Thereto J ſay, 
« Where be your Eccleſiaſtical Canons? Who 
« deviſed them? Who made them? If you have 
« any, ſhew them hardily, they will further your 


 « Cauſe, If you have none at all, way ſhould 


« you vaunt your ſelf of empty Store? Why 
e ſhould you talk ſo vainly of your Eccleſiaſtical 
« Canons, fo old, ſo ancient, ſo long continued 
« in the Church, from the Apoſtles time until 
« this day?“ This clearly ſhews us what was 
the true Point of Diſpute between him and Hard- 
ing: Not about the Conſecration by three Biſhops, 
or the Conſent of the Metropolitan, but the 
Pope's pretended Right to confirm every Biſhop, 
not only within his own Province, but throughout 
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the whole Church. Tis this that Jewell denied, 
but not either of the other two. *T'is to make 
Proof of that, and not of them, that he called 
upon Harding to produce the Eccleſiaſtical Canons. 
And he does not only ſay, but prove it, and his 
Reaſon is, becauſe no Man of Senſe or Candour 
could believe that he would deny that to be the 


Form and Order preſcribed by the Church, which 


he owns to have been obſerved and practiſed as 
the Church's Form and Order in the Conſecration 
of himſelf and his Brethren. In this Harding 
ſaw what ſort of Adverſary he ought to have been, 
and how far he was from being ſo. He was ſo 
weak and diſingenuous at firſt as to make Jewell 
deny that which he did notdeny ; and then, when 
he ſaw that his Words that followed ſoon after 
proved the contrary, that he could not be thought 
to deny that to be the Church's Form and Order 
which he acknowledged to be the Form and Or- 
der of the Church; his Conſcience allows him to 


interpret this not to be a Proof of his true Mean- 


ing, but a Self- contradiction and Confutation of 
that which he had ſaid ſo little before. It is the 
celebrated Dr. Harding, the Great Champion at 
that time for the Church of Rome, in whom we 
find this palpable Sophiſtry and Falſification. 

It is proper to obſerve the Difference of Lan- 

age that we meet with in theſe two Writers, 
Zewell, tho' he had ſufficient Provocation, ſays 
no more than, You forget your ſelf much, Mr. 
« Harding; this was not the Queſtion.” He had 


not learned from his Adverſary to ſay, * This is 
a moſt impudent Lie of yours, Mr. Harding. Was 


there ever any Man more impudent than you are? 
So plain a Falſification of his Words and Mean- 
ing, which Harding had the Confidence to be guil- 
ty of, might have juſtly occaſioned ſome Expreſ- 
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ſions of Reſentment in a very meek Man: But 
the Biſhop could not ſo . ps dip his Pen in 
that Gall which any one that reads Harding will 
find flows ſo readily from his Pen, in ſo many 
Pages of his Confutation and Delection. 


8. To return now to F. Le Quien, whoſe plea- 
fant Diſcovery of our Great Maſter Fewell's Igno- 
rance in the known Canons of the Church Þ ob- 
liged me to lay before the Reader the true Ac- 
count of that Part of the Diſpute berween him 
and his Adverſary. Le Quien only copies from 
Harding, as it is very reaſonable to think he does, 
and that he read nothing of what Jewell ſays more 
than what Harding has from him: But ſhould not 
any impartial Man that takes upon him to be a 
Judge between the two Parties in the Diſpute, 
have read, and conſidered with due Attention, 
what is ſaid by each of them, before he proceeds 
to paſs ſo ſevere a Cenſure upon one of the two ? 
If the Father could have had the Patience to have 
taken ſo little Pains, he would have ſeen that 


Harding, and not Jewell, was the Shuffler: That 


becauſe he cannot produce the Canons that were 
demanded, he puts a Cheat upon the Reader by 
ſhewing ſuch as were never called for, and miſre- 
preſents his Adverſary as denying that there were 
any ſuch Canons; in which foul Miſrepreſenta- 
tion, Father Le Quien was too well prepared to 
follow him implicitly, and make it a Matter of 

reat Triumph on bow Side, It muſt be more 
inexcuſable in Le Quien, if he had ſeen (as he 
ought to have done) Jewell's Declaration of his 
own Meaning in the Additions to his Defence. 
This muſt have ſet the Matter before him in 2 
true Light, and prevented his making himſelf 
accountable for the ſame Weakneſs and Inſince- 
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rity which otherwiſe could be laid to the Charge 
of none but Harding. 

If the Reader had the reſt of their Diſpute 
about this Point laid before him, it would appear 
how little Reaſon our Adverſaries have to boaſt of 
the Succeſs of their Champion againſt his Antago- 
niſt; but I ſhall only take Notice of the Conclu- 
ſion of the Debate. Ferwel! diſproves the Pope's 
Univerſal Right to confirm every Biſhop, from 
< the ſixth Canon of the Council of Nice cited by 
Gratian, whereby that Right 1s reſerved to the 
Metropolitans in their ſeveral Provinces ; and from 
the Practice of the Church of Conſtantinople, at- 
teſted by Socrates in his Hiſtory, that no Biſhop 
ſhould be made within the Juriſdiction of the Bi- 
ſhop of that See, but by his Conſent. Harding, 
as before, offers no Canons to prove the contrary, 
but makes a Shew of proving the Right of the 
Biſhop of Rome by Cuſtom and Practice, which 
he tells Jewell d, appears by many Examples, which 
mould require a Diſcourſe over 22 for this Place. 
We could not wifh him to be made more ridicu- 
lous, than he is by the Biſhop upon this Occaſion, 
without taking his own Way, by giving him the 
Lye e. O Mr. Harding, will you deal fo ftrait- 
10 iy with your Friends? Of ſo many and ſo many 
« Examples may we not ſee ſo much as one? I 
„ ſpeak not now of Biſhops within the Terri- 
„ tory of the Roman Province; for they were 
«« confirmed by the Biſhop of Rome. I ſpeak of 
&« the Biſhops of other Churches and Juriſdicti- 
ons throughout the World. You ſay, I: would 
' require a'Diſcour/e vver long for this Place; there- 
* fore it was good Skill thus curſorily to pa's it 
« 'over. Silence ſerveth beſt, where nothing can 
be ſaid. Let Le Quien tell us who it was that 
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was ſilenced here, and never offered to make 
a Rejoinder, but left it to him or any Body elſe 
to produce Harding's many Examples. The like 
Reply of FewelPs may be ſeen to the Pretence 
That after the Cuſtom of Communicatory Letters 
ceaſed, inſtead of them the Biſhops were only to 
ſend to the Biſhop of Rome for his Confirmation. 
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9. Jewell proceeds to ſhew his Adverſary that LeQuien's 
it may be 8 queſtioned whether what he ſays is true, interpret- 
That a Biſhop was always conſecrated by three "> 2 
Biſhops ; becauſe two of their own Doctors, Petrus of a 2 
Paludanus and Jobannes Major, own that one Biſhop ſuration 
is enough to conſecrate a Biſhop. Here he does, as ing va- 
we are told by Le Quien h, give us ſufficiently to un- 4 — 2 
derſtand, that he was not made Biſhop by more than 1 22 
one Perſon whom he took for a Biſhop, which Perſon ned that 
might be no other than John Scory mentioned in the himſelf 
Tavern Story. Is it poſſible that the Father could %4s _ 
let himſelf down ſo low in point of Reaſoning, as 3 
he does in this judicious Obſervation? Ferwell ſays 3 the Ja 
one Biſhop is enough to conſecrate a Biſhop. He vern. 
may therefore fairly be ſuppoſed to declare his 
Senſe, that if he had been ordained by one Biſhop 
only, his Conſecration would have been valid and 
effectual, tho? not agreeable to the Canons, which 
he (as well as Paludanus) owns, require that for 
the greater Solemnity a Biſhop ſhould be conſecrat- 
ed by three other Biſhops joining together. But is 
this the ſame as to own, that he himſelf had in fact 
but one Conſecrator (eſpecially when he ſoon de- 
clares that he had the 4rch-Biſhop and three _ 
and more than that, that Scory of all Men mu 
be the Perſon, and the Place of Conſecration the 
Nag's-Head ? Is this to be looked upon as a good 
Argument, and not rather as a weak and (I may 
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add) ſcandalous Surmiſe? And could not the Fa- 
ther, when he had this Thought, have reflected 
that this alone is enough to demoliſh his whole 
Superſtructure of the Nag's-Head Story upon this 
Foundation? For does it not prove that no ſuch 
Fact ever came to Harding's Knowledge? Or is it 
poſſible that if it had, he could have been ſo 


ſhort-ſighted, or blinded with Prejudice in favour 


of Jewell, as not to hit this Blot, and fee what 
Le Quien, with half an Eye, could preſently dif. 
cover? Could Harding have forborne to bring him 
to a plain Confeſſion from his own Words, b 


whom alone it was that he received his Conſecra- 


tion, and in what Place, and with what Compa- 
ny? Or muſt we ſay that Harding had more Cha- 
rity, than it ſuits Le Quien's Zeal to have, for an 
Heretical Prelate of the Church of England. 
The Biſhop's Meaning was, as Harding under- 
ſtood him, that a Biſhop might be truly and va- 
lidly conſecrated by one only of the Order, tho? the 
Canons of the Church require hree. This his Ad- 
verſary interprets to be what Paludanus i means 
may be done in a Caſe of Extremity: And takes 
this Handle to reproach Jewell, as if he pretended 
to juſtify his Want of a Canonical Conſecration 
by the Plea of Nece/ſity. The Biſhop has not the 
leaſt Syllable that implies ſuch a Plea, but it was 
for his Adverſary's Convenience to underſtand him 
ſo, in order to expoſe him. And what does he 
ſay upon this Ground? K My Talk was to you, 
« Mr. Jewell, and your Fellows, who, in a Realm 
„that hath not lacked Biſhops in it for theſe 
&« thirteen hundred Years, ought not now to pre- 
«« tend any Nece/jity, as if three Biſhops, either 
ce in that Country or in the next, could not be 
« found, who might ſolemnize your Conſecra- 
« tion.” The Biſhop had not either Leiſure or 
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Inclination to call Harding to an account for ſo 
many impertinent Excurſions as any one will find 
that reads his Detection; but if he had been ſo in- 
clined, he could not have had a fairer Opportu- 
nity than he has here, to ſhew his Impertinence 
and Unreaſonableneſs. He is told by him that he 
and his Fellows could not plead the Caſe of Nece/- 
ſity, there being no Lack of Biſhops to conſecrate 
them, in this Country or in the next. What Biſhops 


does he mean, of which there was no Lack? 


Biſhops of the Church of Rome; for he will not 
allow the Proteſtants to have. any. If our Pre- 


lates then had offered themſelves to theſe Biſhops, 


upon what Terms muſt they have received Conſe- 
cration from their Hands? they muſt have ab- 
jured the Supremacy of their own Prince, and ta- 
ken an Oath to the pretended Supremacy of the 
Biſhop of Rome, fo preſumptuouſly challenged, 
and ſo ſcandalouſly executed, under the Title of 
the Regalia of St. Peter; they muſt have renoun- 
ced the Proteſtant Religion, and profeſſed that 
they did believe all the falſe Doctrines of the 
Church of Rome, and that they would obſerve all 
their corrupt Practices. Was there then no Ne- 
ceſſity, for Men of their Profeſſion in point of Re- 
ligion, to look for Ordination elſewhere, rather 
than to be conſecrated upon Terms ſo inconſiſtent 
with a good Conſcience? Harding tells Jewell, in 
a Page or two, that he was, at the time of Jewell's 
Election to the See of Salisbury, (and was yet in 
right, at the time when he writ) | Prebendary and 
Treaſurer of that Church. FJewell might have aſk- 
ed him, Why was he then ſo weak, as to ſuffer 
himſelf to be deprived of his Preferments for re- 
fuſing to take the Oath of Supremacy, when he 
was under no Neceſſity to refuſe it? Or why were 


their Biſhops ſo weak as to be deprived, without 
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any Neceſſity, upon the ſame account? What 
Return muſt the Biſhop have had from his haugh 
and ſpiteful Adverſary? Could he be fo wea 
(he would have ſaid) « as to think that they 
i were under no Neceſſity to refuſe an Oath which 
« no good Catholick could take with a ſafe Con. 
« ſcjzence?” The like Anſwer he might have 
made to himſelf, in the Name of the Biſhop and 
his Brethren, who could not bur refuſe, 11 they 
would act the Part of ſincere Proteſtants, to be 
conſecrated by their Biſhops upon ſuch Terms as 
they would have impoſed upon them. Not to 
mention, that their Biſhops at home were render- 
ed uncapable by their Deprivation to execute their 
Functions, ſo as to give any other Perſons a legal 
Conſecration. | 
Harding's But was Harding well awake and in his Wits, to 
refleting make this trifling Objection, upon the Suppoſition 
ayes _ of Jewell's pretending the Caſe of Neceſſity, and 
e not to turn upon him immediately with that which 


= hay” would have put him and his Fellows to the utmoſt 


out e po- Confuſion? Did he not know, as they preten d, 


ſing him by what Perſon, and in what Place, and in how 


= his ſcandalous a manner he and his Brethren had been 
onſecra- 


tion at 1+, conſecrated? Are we not aſſured by the Advo- 
 Nag's- Cates for the Fable, that he was fully inſtructed, 
Head, ſoon after the time, in the Particulars of that 
1 that Tranſaction? And could he then be ſilent here, 
— "ag / and not take the Advantage of calling his Adver- 
it, © © fary to account? © Can you have the Face to 
ce pretend Nece/ity for your Nag's-Head Conſecra- 

« tion? Were you under a Neceſſity to have not 

« only no Number of Biſhops for your Conſecra- 

tors, but to have no Perſon at all to do the Of- 

«« fice, but only one Apoſtate Prieſt? Can you 

e plead Neceſſity for turning your Backs upon all 

the Churches and Chapels, and going to a Ta- 

« vern for Conſecration ? for rejecting both the 

* Roman Pontifical, and vaur own Ordinal, and 

: 40 being 
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« being made Biſhops without the Ceremonies 
« preſcribed by either of them, and without any 
« Divine Service, or the leaſt Religious Solemni- 
« ty? Can any Neceſlity be pretended for this 
« Mockery and Profaneneſs?” Had not Hard- 
ing (whoſe Deteltion ſhews how far he is from be- 
ing wanting in Words) a Theme preſented to him 
here for a long Declamation full of Satyr and In- 
vective againſt the Zng/i/h Proteſtant Biſhops ? 
And could he fail to exert himſelf upon the Occa- 
ſion, and expatiate, when he had ſo large a Field 
lay open before him? Here therefore our Adver- 
ſaries may ſee a plain Proof, that he never had any 
Information of that which they would fain make 
him an Evidence for. The Remarker gives us this 
Paſſage in the Detection at full length =, and then 
lays, We muſt think bim mad to 7 fuch a Charge 
againſt the New Prelates, of their breaking the an- 
cient Cuſtom of being conſecrated by three Biſhops, if 
the contrary Fact was notorious. This is agreeable 
to that Writer's Way of Reaſoning, wherein he 
ſhews he has little Ground for ſo much Confidence, 
Could he not ſee that his Author might lay it to 
the Charge of our New Prelates, that they were 
not conſecrated according to the Canons, by three 
Biſhops, ſuch as Harding allowed to be true and 


lawful Biſhops ; and yet it might be well known 


to him, as well as publick and notorious to ev 

Body elſe, that they were conſecrated by three or 
more Proteſtant Biſhops, ſuch as the Proteſtants 
owned and knew to be true and lawful Biſhops, 
tho* Harding and thoſe of his Perſuaſion denied 
them to have the Epiſcopal Order? it theſe two 
things might be very well conſiſtent, what muſt 
we think of the Remarker's Abilities in point of 
Argument? Tis with the like Strength of Reaſon 


that he proves Jewell to be fo ® weak and /illy, in 
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not anſwering to this Charge, when be might ſo eaſily 
do it; and omitting ſo fair an Opportunity of con- 
founding his Adverſary with the Regiſter and the no- 
torious Solemnity of the Fact, of his and Parker 
Conſecration by three Biſhops. Suppoſe Jewell had 
thought himſelf obliged upon this Occaſion to 
produce the Regiſter, and to ſnew that he was 
conſecrated in a ſolemn manner, by four Biſhops, 
Parker, Grindall, Cox and Hodgstins; would this 
have confounded Harding? Or would he not have 
faid, „the Canons require a Biſhop to be conſe- 
ce crated by three (not pretended but) true and 
«« lawful Biſhops, and do you offer to prove your 
% Conſecration to be according to the Canons, 
« becauſe it was ſolemnized by theſe four of your 
C New Miniſters, who I told you before had 20 
«© Order or Conſecration themſelves, and therefore 
«© could none of them give it to you? *? Suppoſe 
he ſhould have made the like Proof for Parker 
from the Regiſter, that he was ſolemnly conſe- 
crated by Barlow, Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgskins, 
would not Harding have replied, Did I not tell 
« you at the fir{t that you bad no Conſecrated Bi- 
« ſhops in your Set? and can you then pretend 
ce that Parker had a true Conſecration from theſe 
four of your Sect, not one of whom were Conſe- 
e crated Biſhops? ** We ſee now what a fair Op- 
Fortunity Jewell, in the Remarker's Opinion, 
had not the Wit to make uſe of, of putting his 
Adverſary to Confuſion. But could not the Au- 
thor of the Remarks have turned his Eyes another 
way, and reflected a little upon Harding's Con- 
duct, in this Place which he cites from him? Muſt 
he not think him to have been wild and mad, or 
my weak and filly, to be ſo unwarrantably dumb, 
and to omit ſo fair an Opportunity | oy 
Jewell, when he ſaw him pretending Neceſſity for 
his Conſecration, and knew that all the 12 
tion that he and his Brethren had was at the Ta- 
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ch. X. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


vern, c.? Could he then forbear aſking him, 
Who was it that laid a Neceſſity upon you to be 
ſo conſecrated ? and telling him it muſt be none 
but He whoſe Miniſters they are, whoſe Church 
that foul-mouthed Writer calls the Synagogue of Sa- 
tan, and treats them in ſo many Places, as Scho- 
lars of that School-Maſter, and Children of their 
Father the Devil? as the Reader may ſee in what 


the Biſhop ſets down at the End of his Preface (in- 


the Edition of his Defence after the Detection) of 
the principal Flowers (as he calls them) of Mr. 
Harding's modeſt Speech. If ſuch a Writer can be 
ſuppoſed to be ſo modeſt as to hold his Tongue, 
and not to publiſh his Knowledge of this Fact, 
from the Regiſter of the Nag's-Head, (in Neal's, 
ſuppoſe, or Bonner's Cuſtody) and from the No- 
toriety of it at that time, then let the Remarker 
and Le Quien alledge him for a Witneſs of the 
Truth and Certainty of that Story. : 
Harding, almoſt in the very next Words, ſhews 
how little he could forbear to urge againſt his Ad- 
verſary any thing that came into his Head, how- 
ever trifling and impertinent; much leſs could he 
have paſſed over that Hiſtory of his Ordination, 
which muſt have effectually put an end to Jewell's 
and his Brethren's Pretenſions to the Epiſcopal Or- 
der. The Biſhop, beſides Paludanus, had cited 
John Major, a ſcholaſtic Writer. Here he takes 
him to Taſk, for o alledging the Schoolmen who are 
well known to be contrary to him, and if be will ſtand 
to their Judgment, convince him for an Heretick and 
Schiſmatick, as he begins to ſhew by inſtancing in 
ſome of the Popiſh Doctrines maintained by thoſe 
Writers, the propitiatory Sacrifice in their Maſs, 
the offering of it for the Living and Dead, the 
Prieſthood of the New Teſtament, and the Tran- 
ſubſtantiation of the Sacred Elements into Chriſt's 
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Body; and he might have gone on to all the re 
of the Points of Controverſy between their Church 
and ours, wherein the Schoolmen agree with them. 
And is not this very much to the Purpoſe? Jug 
as much as if the Biſhop had urged ſome Conccſ. 
ſion of Harding's againſt him, and he ſhould have 
replied, « If you believe me in that Particular, 
« why do you not likewiſe believe me in all the 
«« other Points wherein I am contrary to you, and, 
<< if you will ſtand to my Judgment, convince you for 
c an Heretick and Schiſmatick? ** The reſt that he 
lays is almoſt as impertinent: It is grounded upon 
a Suppoſal of the Biſhop's making uſe of another 
Pretence to juſtify his not being conſecrated by 
three Biſhops, viz. That this Injunction of the 
Canons is (as Major ſays) an Ordinance made by 
Man. If he had his Eyes open, he could not but 
have ſeen that the Biſhop had declared more than 


once, that himſelf and the other Biſhops wefe 


conſecrated according to the Church's Form and 
Order, by three Biſhops; ſo that his Adverſary could 
not with any Sincerity pretend to underſtand him, 
as if he granted that they were otherwiſe made, 
and offered to make Excuſes for it, either from 
Neceſlity, or from this other Pretence. 

Jewell p next proceeds to give a direct Anſwer 
to the Queſtions about his Vocation to the Prieſt- 
hood and the Epiſcopal Order. From his Anſwer 
to the firſt, Le Quien might have ſeen, with 2 
little Trouble, firſt, that Harding's Call for the 
Letters of Orders, was, as Fewel! plainly under- 
ſtands it, for his Letters Teſtimonial of his Ordi- 
nation to the Prieſthood; and not, as he and the 
Author of the Nullity would have it, for the Act 
of his Epiſcopal Conſecration in the Regiſter, nor, 
as he is pleaſed to tell us, with equal Ignorance 
and Aſſurance, for Letters Teſtimonial of his Con- 
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Jewell Anſwer to this Demand is, plainly, I am 

a Prieſt made long ſince, &c. To the other Queſ- 

tion it is that he anſwers, I am a Biſhop, and what 

follows. Secondly, the Father might have ſeen 

that he anſwers directly, that he was made Prieſt 

by the Form in King Edward's Ordinal, by the Or- 

der and Ordinance in uſe in the time of that Prince, 

and by one of that King's Biſhops. He ſays he 

thinks it was by the ſame Man, and by the ſame Hands, 

whereby Harding himſelf was made Prieſt in that 

King's time: But as his Adverſary tells him this 

was a Miſtake, ſo he could not charge him with 

ſaying any more than that he thought ſo, elſe we 

know with what Language he would have replied 

upon him. It may be granted that, as Harding 

ſays 9, he never received in King Edward's time 

any higher Order than that of Deacon, and that 

he was not then ordained by the ſame Perſon who 

ordained Jewell Prieſt : But himſelf confeſſes that 

he received his Deacon's Orders from one who 

took upon him to give Orders at that time, that 1s, 

from one of the Proteſtant Biſhops, and his Ad- 

ver/ary as plainly declares that he was made Prieſt 

by the Impoſition of ſuch Hands; tho* he might 

be miſtaken in the Perſon. Hardins'; 
But he is ſo ridiculous, as to tell him here, Pretence 

that * he had asked bim as well of bis Biſhoply d 

Vecation, as of his Priefthood: As if the Biſhop = — 

had anſwered only as to his Prieſthood, when, feered bi- 

in the very next Words of his Defence, he de- Quefion;, 

clares himſelf to be a Biſhop, and affirms firſt, *! eee 

that he came in by the free and accuſtomed E- 54, ya 

leftion of the Chapter, and then (rejecting his ting den 

Adverſary's Tales of thoſe that had no Orders, the As- 

Iſchyras and Zaccheus) ſhews the whole Form and He, 4 

Manner wherein himſelf and his Brethren had re- 4 5 

ceived the Epiſcopal Order, by the Chapters E- 
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lection, the Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhop and thres 
Biſhops, and the Admiſſion of the Prince. Both his 
Anſwers, of. his Prieſthood, and of his Epiſco- 
pacy, ſtand cloſe together in the Defence*, and 
mult have been read by Harding, before he repeats 
them and replies to them in the Detection; and 
could he then have the Face to expreſs himſelf 
thus, that Jewell had told but half his Story; that 
by Sacerdos he meant both Prieſt and Biſhop, and 
asked him not only of his Prieſthood, but of his 
Biſboply Vacation and Miſſion ? Did not his Adver- 
ſary firſt name both his Queſtions, M helbor he cas 
a Prieſt, or no? and, Whether he was a Biſhop, or 
no? and, By what Hand, and by what Order he 
was made both Prieſt and Biſhop? And does he 
not give a direct Anſwer to theſe Queſtions? 
But his Buſineſs was confidently to out-face his 
Adverſary, as well as to make a Shew to his own 
Party, that his Queſtions were unanſwered, tho' 
the plain Anſwers to them lay before him. It is 
this that ſerves him for a Pretence to be ſo imper- 
tinent as to preſent a third time to the Reader's 
View every Word of thoſe Queſtions ( the hard } 
Queſtions of which he was ſo well conceited) after 
he had put them to Jewell at firſt in his Confuta- 
tion, and repeated the whole of them in the Be- 
ginning of this fourth Book of his Detection. He 
aſks * his Leave to put him in mind of them once again. 
Thus, he ſays, I ſaid, and you have not yet anſwered 
me, Sc. Not yet anſwered him? Had he not 
read Jewell's Anſwer in the Defence? Yes, he had, 
and ſets down the whole of it in the Detezon, in 
ſuch Order as he thinks fit, and had juſt now 
come in courſe to give the Reader the Words of 
his Adverſary's Anſwer to his Queſtion about his 
Prieſthood, in the Page before that where he tells 
him that this and the reſt of his Queſtions were 
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et unanſwered, and ts them all again to put 
bis Ref — in ming of them. 2 . 
then, if he pleaſes, ſee what the Queſtion is about 
Jewell's Prieſthood, in the Detection, and what 
Anſwer is ſet down there as given to it: And the 
like of the Queſtions about his having the Epiſ- 
copal Order, and his Anſwer. The firſt Queſtion 
implies a Denial of his ever having been made 
Prieſt, becauſe he could not have the Inſtitution of 
a Prieſt but from a Biſhop. The Anſwer is, that 
he was a Prieſt, and that he was ordained to the 
Prieſthood by a Biſhop in King Edward's time, 
the ſame (as he thought) who ordained Harding 
Prieſt; ſuch an one as I have ſhewed Harding con- 
feſſes that he at that time looked upon to be qua- 


lified to give him the Order of Deacon, tho? in 


the next Reign he was, or 1s willing we ſhould 
believe that he was, otherwiſe perſuaded. The 
other Queſtions likewiſe imply a Denial of Jeell's 
having been conſecrated Biſhop, becauſe he could 
not, according to the Canons, be conſecrated but by 
three Biſhops, with the Metropolitan's Conſent. The 
Anſwer is, that he and his Brethren were conſe- 
crated in that Form and Order, by an Arch-Biſhop 
and three other Biſhops. Were theſe Queſtions 


then yet unanſwered, when Harding comes to ſet 


down himſelf the plain, poſitive, and direct An- 
ſwers which his Adverſary had given to them? But 
he may explain himſelf in the next Page after he 
has repeated his Queſtions, Y Theſe being my Dueſ- 
tions, you anſwer neither by what Example Hands 
were laid on you, nor who ſent you, c. Is not 
this ſtrange from one that had juſt before recited 
Jewell's Declaration, by whom and after what Ex- 


ample he was ſent and bad Hands laid upon him; 


that he was made Prieſt by a Biſhop in King Ed- 
ward's time, and by the Order and Ordinance eſta- 
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bliſhed in his Reign, that 1s, by the Form in his 


Ordinal? And one that does recite ſoon after the 
like Declaration, by whom and by what Example 
he had Impoſition of Hands, and his Miſſion to 
the Epiſcopal Order; That he was made in Form 
and Order by the Conſecration of an Arch-Biſhop and 
three other Biſhops ? Does not this ſhew that Hard- 
ing would not ſce what he could not avoid ſeeing 


if his Eyes were open? Had he elſewhere in the | 


Confutation offered Arguments to make good his 
Charge againſt his Adverſary, that he had no 
true Biſhops for his Conſecrators, &c.? If he 
had, then there might have been Matter of Com- 
_ that theſe Arguments were yet unanſwered 

y Jewell in the Defence; if he had not, and the 
reſt that he ſaid had been anſwered, there was no 
room left for him to pretend that he had yet re- 
ceived no Anſwer. 


Jewell zo# 11. Should then Jewell have done this for him, 
obliged to and have ſtudied to find out what Harding might 


33 x = probably have to ſay farther in Proof of his Charge, 


crator; and have firſt brought theſe Proofs againſt him- 


were true ſelf, in Behalf of his Adverſary, and then have 
Biſoeps, tried to give them the beſt Anſwer he could? 
Hin, This is a Taſk that Le Quien thinks it very reaſon- 
bad fir able that Jewell ſhould have impoſed upon him- 
offered to ſelf, and upon that Ground rejects what is ſaid by 
prove the Arch-Biſhop Bramhall, » Biſhop Jewell was the 
eentrary. Defendant, and the Burthen of the Proof did not ref 
upon him. This, * ſays the Father, is very ingeni- 
ous, but it is no more than Shift and Evaſion. Let 
us ſee therefore how it appears, that what the Fa- 
ther ſays is not only ingenious, but fair and rational, 

but what Bramhall ſays is ſoifling and ſhuffling. 
The Author of the Treatiſe of Cath#ick Faith and 
Hereſy had faid that Jewell anſwers his Adverſary 

* .. . 1. Þ. 206. 
5 Treatiſe of Cathelick Faith and Heh, p- 15. 


with 
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with profound Silence; tho* his Conſcience forces 
him to ſay preſently, Only he ſays without any Proof 
that their Biſhops are made by Form and Order, by 
the Conſecration of an Arch-Biſhop and three Biſhops, 
and by the Admiſſion of the Prince. Biſhop Bran- 
hall here convicts this Author from his own Mouth, 
I expefted, ſays he, profound Silence, but I find a 
profound Anfwer 1, this is the firſt time I learned how 
a Man can keep profound Silence and anſwer ſo per- 
tinently all at once. F. Le Quien comes in to the 
Author's Aſſiſtance, and begins*, Bramhall a- 
grees (with the Writer he anſwers) about this Silence, 
and ſays, this is the firft time (ſo Le Quien goes on) 
that I learned how a Man could anſwer poſitively to 
what is objeted, by keeping Silence. Can the Father 
give himſelf leave to ſay here, that Bramhall con- 
feſſes Jewels Silence, when he ſays he finds no 
ſuch Silence, but à pertinent and profound Anſwer? 
The Biſhop goes on to aſk, How does Harding 


go about to take away this Anſwer ? for Biſhop Jewell 


was the Defendant, and the Burthen of the Proof did 
not reſt upon him. Here Le Quien takes upon him 
to be the Biſhop's Maſter in Logick, and tells him 
this is but an Evaſion; it being, as he ſays, what 
is done every Day 1n 6 29 Diſputes, for the Reſpon- 
dent to find himſelf obliged to bring Proofs to ſupport 
his Anſwers, eſpecially when called upon to do it by his 
Adverſary. 

Let us conſider whether Jewell muſt find him- 
ſelf to be thus obliged to make farther Proof in 
the Defence, to ſupport his Anſwers. Hardin 
had drawn up a Charge againſt him and the reſt 


of our Biſhops, of theſe Defects in their Conſecra- 


tions, the Want of Conſecrators who had the E- 
piſcopal Order, and of the Canonical Number of 
them; the Want of the Metropolitan's Conſent, 


and of the Biſhop of Rome's Confirmation. He 


T. 1. p. 306. 
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anſwers ; for the Confirmation of that Biſhop, 
there was no Occaſion, the Canons of the Church 
did not require it, as he proves from the Coun- 
cil * of Nice, and the Practice of the Church of 
Conſtantinople : For the reſt he anſwers, Our Bi- 
ſhops were ſo conſecrated, by ſuch as had the E- 
piſcopal Order, an Arch-Biſhop and three other 
Biſhops. Should Fewell have gone farther, and 


made Proof that this Arch-Biſhop and three Bi- | 


ſhops truly had the Epiſcopal Order ? This ſeems 
to be the Burthen of Proof that, by what Le Quien 
ſays, muſt reſt upon him that was the Defendant. 
And how ſhould he prove it? The Father ſays, by 
the Regiſter and the Names of the Conſecrators, 
Would this then have been ſufficient, as he affirms 
over and over? Then the Regiſter with their 
Names for the Conſecrators, and their Titles, 
would have been enough to ſatisfy his Adverſary 
that theſe Conſecrators were not only Biſhops in 
Name and Title, but really had the Epiſcopal 
Order and Character. The Father, I hope, may 
now be fatisfied, that this is very weak reaſoning, 
But then, it may be ſaid, Jewell ſhould in ſome 
other manner have made it out, that they were, 
what they pretended to be, true Biſhops. His 
way for this muſt have been, to bethink himſelf 
of what had been ſaid, or might probably be ſaid 
by an Opponent on the other ſide, and then to an- 
ſwer ſuch Objections as he knew of, or could fore- 
ſee. What had actually been objected, he could 
not well know, except Harding in his ihe any 
had thought fit to make good his Charge by ſuch 
Arguments ; for the Controverſy about our Orders 
was at that time new and freſh, and himſelf and 
his Adverſary two of the firſt that were engaged 
in it. And for what might be objected, he could 
not be very certain neither: And beſides, in 
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making ſuch Objections againſt himſelf for his 
Adverſary, who he knew very well was ready to 
reply upon him as ſoon as he had made an End of 
his Defence, and could not fail of bringing all Ar- 

uments againſt him that he thought to be of any 
Weight ; the Reſpondent Jewell in this Caſe, b 
foreſtalling his Adverſary, would (if Le _ will 
give me leave to know any thing of the Rules of 
Diſpute) have againſt Rule changed his Place, and 
invaded that of the Opponent; and if it had been 
in a regular Diſputation, he that preſided would 
have told him that was not his Province, but ought 
to be left to another that was ready to come up 
after him. This may be ſaid as to the Father's Laws 
of diſputing: But it ought to be conſidered be- 
fides, what an unthankful Office it is that he would 
put the Biſhop upon to ſatisfy his Adverſary. If 
it had been done as he requires, what Return 
would he have had from the haughty Opponent ? 
We ſee how he would have begun with him. 


te b You tell not half of my Tale, which I ſhould. 
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« have told you, if you had left it to my ſelf. 


«« Theſe Arguments are your own, and not mine; 
ic *tis eaſy for you to ſet up a Man of Straw, and 
% then to conquer him; but I have Arguments 
« againſt you to which 1 am ſure neither you nor 


« your Fellows can give any juſt and right Anſwer."* 


Let the Father now ſee, if he pleaſes, whether 


Jewell, by the Laws of Diſpute, (ſuch as he fays 


are put in Praftice every Day) ought to have laid 
himſelf open to ſuch a Reply. 


12. We were apt to look upon Jewell's Words, LeQuien's 


« by free Election of the Chapter, by Conſecra- 
tion of the Arch- Biſhop and three other Biſhops, 
<« and the Admiſſion of the Prince, as a perti- 
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How and by whom he was called to the Epiſcopal 
Order. But Fitzberbert, and Le Quien after him, 
diſcover in the very firſt Words, Our Biſbops, a 
ſcandalous Piece of Trick and Artifice, wherein 
the Proteſtant Prelate attempts to put a Cheat up- 
on his Readers. You ſee (ſays Fitzberbert e) he 
« ſays not, I was made, or We were made, by the 
“ Conſecration of an Arch-Biſhop and three Bi- 
e ſhops, as he ſhould have ſaid, but Our Biſhops 
* are made, Cc. Le Quien's Words d are, I 
eſt bon de remarquer le detour ; that is, It is good to 
obſerve the ſly and cunning Evaſion of this Anſwer—- 
He does not ſay plainly in what Manner he himſelf 
was conſecrated, which was the Queſtion ; that is, 
he ſays not, I was made in Form and Order, Gc. 
but Our Biſhops are made in Form and Order. 
And both of them tell us that he ſpeaks of 
the Way of making Biſhops at the time (not 
when he was conſecrated but) when he writ his De- 


fence ; that is, as Le Quien ſays, after the Convo- 


cation, 1562. Jewell was an artful Man, if he 
made uſe of this -Way of impoſing upon his Ad- 
verſary and the Readers. But muſt not Fitzber- 
bert and Le Quien wonder in themſelves how Hard- 
ing, ſo quick - ſighted and captious an Antagoniſt, 
ſnould come not to take the leaſt Notice of this 
Equi vocation of the Biſhop's, which lay ſo plainly 
to be diſcovered at the firſt Sight of his Words? 
It was, becauſe Harding was not ſo much in haſte 
to reſolve how to chaſtiſe the Hypocrite (as he would 
have called him) till he had firſt looked a little 
farther, and by that means was prevented, when 
he came, at a file diſtance, to find him expreſ- 
ſing himſelf in this manner: © We ſucceed the 


Biſhops that have been before our Days; we are elect- 


© See his Adjoinder in the Remarker. p. 102. 
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ed, conſecrated, confirmed, and admitted as they were. | 


Ie, I hope, is enough for Fitzherbert, and will 
be allowed by Le Quien to mean the fame as Our 


Biſhops, and not (here at leaſt) to exclude the 


Speaker himſelf, as if he were not Succeſſor to 
Biſhop Capon, &c. in the See of Salisbury, as the 


other Biſhops ſucceeded their Predeceſſors in their 


reſpective Sees; or as if he alone was not elected 
and conſecrated in the ſame Form and Manner as 
the reſt. They might have ſeen the ſame thing 
again in Jewell's Additions to his Defence, Me 
« deny not the Conſecration of three Biſhops : 
« J/e deny not the Confirmation of the Metro- 
« politan: Ve ourſelves are ſo conſecrated, and fo 


« confirmed.“ Muſt Ve, here, and We our/elves, - 
be excluſive of the Perſon that ſpeaks? Muſt the 


Meaning be of other Biſhops, and not of Jewell? 
then there might be Reaſon for thoſe Words, Our 
Biſhops are made in Form and Order, to be under- 
ſtood in like manner not of him but other Bi- 
ſhops; but otherwiſe, by Fitzberbert's own Con- 
feſſion, he and Le Quien might have avoided the 
Diſcredit of their too haſty and unjuſt Reflection, 


if they could but have had the Patience to read a 


little farther in Jewell or Harding, where they 
would have found Jewell ſaying more than once, 
We were ſo made; We are ſo conſecrated. 

But Harding perhaps paſſed this over, becauſe 
he made no Reply at all to theſe Words. Yes, he 


makes a double Reply, Firſt he aſks, hat Form 


and Order mean you? His Exception is, that this Form 
was without the Proteſtant Biſhops ſending commu- 
nicatory Letters toall other Biſhops out of England, 
or to the Pope inſtead of them, for his Confirma- 
tion: But could he avoid aſking farther, « Do 
you mean the Form and Order of your Conſe- 
cration at the Nag's-Head?” Or rather, could 
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he avoid ſpeaking more like himſelf ? “ Thi; i 
another impudent Lye, Mr. Jewell: Was there 
« ever Man more impudent than you are, to ſay 
cc that you and your Fellows were made in Form and 
« Order, by the Conſecration of an Arch-Biſhop and 
cc three other Biſhops, when that Arch-Biſhop of 
« yours, and your ſelf, and the reſt of your firſt 
« Biſhops, were conſecrated all at the ſame time 
<« together by one of our Apoſtate Prieſts, with. 


« out either ours, or even your own, Form and 


«« Order of Conſecration, and without any Reli- 
« gious Solemnity, not in any Church or Chapel, 
6c Far in a Tavern?” If Harding could be mute 
here, notwithſtanding his being very early and 
fully acquainted with the whole Story, he deſerved 
to be told that he muſt for ever hold his Peace: 
And this ſhould be enough to ſtop their Mouths 
who pretend to make him an Evidence for it. 

But he makes full Amends (they will ſay) 
for this Omiſſion, in the latter part of his Reply, 
where he ſhews the Biſhop, how unhappy he was 
in ſaying he and his Brethren were conſecrated by 
an Arch-Biſpop; and thereby giving him an Oc- 
caſion to turn upon him mich a Queſtion of much 
worſe Conſequence; How, I pray you, was 
« your Arch-Biſhop himſelf conſecrated ? What 
in the Realm were there to lay 
&« Hands upon him? Theſe, and the Words 
that follow, are plain Demonſtration, in the Judg- 
ment of our Adverſaries, that the Author's Mean- 
ing was that our firſt Arch-Biſhop, Parker, never 
had that Conſecration, which we report that he 
had from the Lambeth Regiſter, nor in fact any 
Ordination at all, except that ſcandalous Mock- 


Conſecration at the Tavern. So the Doctor of 


the Sorbonne leads them the Way, and is followed 
by the Writer of the Nullity, in his firſt Treatiſe of 
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Faith and Hereſy, and both of them by Ward the 


Poet, F. Le Quien, and the Remarker. But let 


us ſee what Grounds they have in this Place from 


the Author himſelf, His next Words are, You 
« have now uttered a worſe Caſe for your ſelves 
e than was by me before named.” Here I muſt 
confeſs, that any one that had heard the Noiſe 
which they make of the Nag's-Head Ordination, 
might at firſt be under ſome Expectation or Ap- 
prehenſions what this worſe Caſe would come to, 
and be apt to think that now all the Murder (as we 
uſe to ſay) was like to come out, and nothing elſe 
would preſently follow but that Piece of Hiſtory. 


But when he proceeds to the reſt that the Author 


ſays here, how would the Expectations of the Ro- 
maniſt, and the Apprehenſions of the Proteſtant 
ſink to nothing? What follows is, ® Your Me- 
« tropolitan, who ſhould give Authority to all 
« your Conſecrations, bimfe 
&« ſecration. If you had been conſecrated after 
ce the Form and Order which hath ever been uſed, 
60 _ might have had Biſhops out of France to 
<« have conſecrated you, in caſe there had lacked 
« in England. But now there were ancient Biſhops 
* enough in England, who either were not re- 
& quired, or refuſed to conſecrate you: Which is 
an evident ſign that ye ſought nor ſuch a Con- 
& ſecration as had ever been uſed, but ſuch an 
* one whereof all the former Biſhops were 
« aſhamed.” Let us now conſider what Uſe our 
Adverſaries can make of this Teſtimony of Hard- 
ing's, either to diſprove the Fact of Parker's Con- 
ſecration at Lambetb, or to prove his having no 
Conſecration but at the Nag's-Head. 

Jewell, he ſays, by owning they were conſe- 
crated by an Arch-Biſhop, utters a worſe Caje for 


elf had no lawful Con- 
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vor that how was it a worſe Caſe? becauſe the Arch-Biſhop | ſo 
be was or- himſelf had not (as he ſays) a lawful Conſecration. ti 
— He had named it before, and declared their Caſe to * 
Head. be bad in regard to Jewell and his Fellows, that n 
they were not lawfully conſecrated; but it muſt n 
be worſe if the Metropolitan himſelf had no law-' © 
ful Conſecration; becauſe his being not lawfully t 
conſecrated muſt derive a Want of lawful Confir- " 


mation and Conſecration upon all the Biſhops af- 
terwards confirmed and conſecrated by him, or 
by his Conſent and Authority. This is all where- 
in their Caſe is made worſe; and can then its being 
made worſe, neceſſarily imply that the Metropo- 
litan not only was not, in Harding's Opinion, 
lawfully conſecrated, but had no Conſecration at 
all, or that he was conſecrated not at Lambeth, 
but at the Nag's-Head ? | 
He denies Parker to have had a lawful Conſecra- 
tion; and his Ground for it is in the Words fore- 
going, that there were not three Biſhops in the 
Realm to lay Hands upon him. Can it be a good 
Inference from this, that he denies Barlow, Scory, 
Coverdale and Hodgskins, to have been in the Realm 
at that time, or to have laid their Hands upon 
Parker? Yes, it muſt certainly follow, if he does 
believe and allow that thoſe four Perſons were true 
and lawful Biſhops; then his Words muſt imply 
a Denial that theſe four Biſhops, or any one or 
more of them were Parker's Conſecrators, but 
they muſt have been either out of the Realm, or 
not preſent at his Conſecration. But does he not 
expreſly deny that the Proteſtants had any true or 
lawful Biſhops in their Se, by what Names or 
Titles ſoever any of their New Miniſters might 
be dignified? If he does, then he denies thoſe four 
of the Sect to be true and lawful Biſhops, and 
conſequently he might, notwithſtanding that De-- 
nial that Parker had three Biſhops to lay Hands 
upon him, own and confeis that all theſe four __ 
| ons 


Ch. X. tboroughly examined and confuted. 


ſons took upon them to give him in fact Impoſi- 
tion of Hands. So we ſee that in this Place, as 
well as in ſo many others wherein it has been de- 


monſtrated before, he may be looked upon to de- 
ny that Parker was lawfully and validly conſecrat- 


ed, but 1t cannot with any Reaſon be pretended 
that he denies his having been at all conſecrated 
in fact. 

It is the like as to the Words following, where 


he charges them with their making choice of ſuch. 


a Form and Order of Conſecration, or in general 
of being made Biſhops (ſo the Remarkey i contends 
the Words ought to be underſtood) as no Catho- 


lick Biſhops here or in France could have approv- 


ed of, ſuch as obliged their Biſhops here, if any 


of them were required to conſecrate ours, to refuſe 


it. Can this be madean Argument to prove, that 
they had no Order or Form at all whereby they 
were made (but took Poſſeſſion of their Biſhop- 


ricks and Functions, without any more ado, by 


vertue only of the Queen's Letters Patents) when 
the Author ſays expreſly that they ſought, that is, 
made choice of ſome certain Form and Order? 
Or that they did not ſee and make choice of that 
Form and Order in particular whereby we report, 
from the publick Records and Regiſters, that they 
were made? rhe Election of the Chapters upon the 
Queen's Letters Miſſive; the Confirmation of the 
Metropolitan, or of four Biſhops; and the Con- 
ſecration by four Biſhops (without an Arch- 
Biſhop) or by an Arch-Biſhop, with two or three, 
or more, Biſhops joining with him, according to 
the Stat. 25 H. VIII.; and by the Form of conſe- 
crating Biſhops appointed in King Edward's Or- 
dinal? If this be ſuch an Order of making Biſhops 
as the Biſhops of their Communion would have 
refuſed, (for want of the Pope's Confirmation ta 
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give them Authority to conſecrate the Biſhops, 
for want of the Form and Ceremonies in the Rg- 
man Pontifical, and of the Oath to the Pope's 
Supremacy, inſtead of the contrary Oath to the 
Queen's, beſides what Objections they might have 
had againſt the Religion of the Perſons to be con- 
ſecrated) if they muſt, agreeably to their Princi. 
ples, have refuſed to act a Part in the Conſecra- 
tion of Biſhops made in that Form and Order, 
can then his ſaying that it was ſuch a Form and 
Order as they would have refuſed to bear a Part 
in, neceſſarily imply that it muſt be his Meaning 
to deny that thoſe Biſhops of ours were made in 
ſuch Form and Order? 

He ſays likewiſe they ſought ſuch a Conſecration 
whereof all the former Biſhops were aſhamed. A- 
ſhamed, either to bear a Part in ſuch a kind of 


Conſecration themſelves, or to think or hear of 


ſuch a Conſecration acted by the Proteftants. 
And might not the Conſecration according to 


King Edward's Ordinal be ſuch an one in Hard- 


ing's Opinion? No, Le Quien tells us, Harding's 


_ Expreſſion k implies ſomething more ſhameful and 


ridiculous, and more ſuitable to the Conſecration at 
the Tavern, than to that by King Edward's New 
Ritual. Would not then their Biſhops have look- 
ed upon it as a ſhameful Conſecration, to lay Hands 
upon our Biſhops without: the Pope's Leave and 
Authority, to lay aſide the Pomp and Solemnity 
of the Ceremonies in their Pontifical eftabliſhed 
by the Authority of their Church, and to tender 
to the Perſons conſecrated the Oath of the Queen's, 
and Abjuration of the Pope's, Supremacy, for 
Refuſal of which themſelves had been deprived of 
their Biſhopricks? Would they not have been 
aſhamed of ſuch a Conſecration by the Prote- 
ſtants, and much more to have performed it them- 


t T. 1. p. 299. 
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ſelves? If they would, then how can the Author's 
ſaying they were aſhamed of it, be a Proof that 
he could not mean a Conſecration by King Ed- 
ward Ritual? | 

But the Father enforces this Argument by an- 
other Reafoning of the like Subtlery and Acute- 
neſs l. It muſt be ſomething extraordinary, beyond 
King Edward's Ceremonial, that gave Harding 
Occaſion to put that Queſtion to Jewell, After 
 #vhat Example were you conſecrated? How willing 
is he to catch at every Trifle that may bear the 
leaſt Colour of an Argument? Does not the Au- 
thor himſelf tell us, that he put this Queſtion to 
himſelf, = After what Example he was ordained 
Deacon in King Edward's time? And what An- 
ſwer does he make to it? Is it that one of the Bi- 
ſhops in that Reign ordained him (after the Example 
of one of their Popes) in a Stable or an Iun? Or 
does he not ſay that the Order was adminiſtred 
to him by the Form and Manner preſcribed in 
the Ordinal of that King? So we lee what a very 
extraordinary Concluſion is the Fruit of Le Quien's 
Labour and Study to find out any thing that may 
give Countenance to the ſhameful and ridiculous 
Fable, for which he is pleaſed to be an Advocate. 
But could he not have ſeen, on the other Side, 
that the very Way that the Author takes of ex- 
preſſing himſelf upon this Occaſion, is a manifeſt 
Proof that he never was apprized of the Fact of 
the Nag's-Head Ordination? For if he had been, 
could he diſcover ſo much of Temper and Indif- 
ference, as to ſay no more of Parker's and Jewell's 
entring upon their Epiſcopal Functions, by ſuch 
an Act of Sacrilege and Profaneneſs, than that 
they had no lawful Conſecration, that there were 
not three Biſhops in the Realm to lay Hands upon 
them ? that they choſe not to be conſecrated after 
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the Form and Order which had ever been uſed; that 
is, as he meant, by the Roman Pontifical ? but 
| fought ſuch a Conſecration whereof all the former 
Biſhops were aſhamed? Aſhamed ! Sure Harding 
muſt believe theſe Biſhops, Bonner, White, Wat- 
ſon, Cc. to be Men of a very meek Spirit, and 
to have had very little Zeal for the Honour of 
God and Religion, the Inſtitutions of Chriſt and 
his Apoſtles, and the Canons of the Church; and 
as little Concern for the Reſpect they knew was 
due to their own Sacrament of Orders, to Conſe- 
crated Places, and the Religious Ceremonies ap- 
propriated to the Adminiſtration of that Sacra- 
ment, and the Offices of Divine Worſhip in the 
Church and at the Altar, always uſed at thoſe So- 
lemnities. Could he otherwiſe think that theſe 
Biſhops ſhould be no more than aſhamed, at ſuch 
a daring Contempt and Violation of all that is 
Sacred, at which every Chriſtian, that underſtood 
and valued his Religion, muſt be filled with Hor- 
ror and Deteſtation ? Let us conſider farther, that 
the Perſon with whom Harding is engaged, is ſup- 
poſed to be one who, together with his Metropo- 
litan, Sc. was conſecrated in this manner, and 
mult know in his Conſcience, at the time when he 
was defending his Orders, that he had no other 
Conſecration, and yet was ſo hardned, as, inſtead 
of ſhuffling off the Matter under the Cover of 
Profound Silence, to declare poſitively, in the Pre- 
ſence of God, and before his Adverſary and all 
the World, that he and the reſt were conſecrated 
in the Church's zſual Form and Order, by an Arch- 
Biſhop and three other Biſhops. Could Harding 
forbear to reprove him, for ſuch a Falſhood ut- 
tered againſt his own Conſcience, (not in the Way 
too natural to him, You lye; You are an impudent 
Lyar, but) in the Words of Truth and Sober- 
neſs, O Man full of Subtlety and Miſchief, you 
«6 Child of the Devil, and Enemy of Righteouſneſs 3 

« you 


Ch. X. - thoroughly examined and confuted. 


you know the Wickedneſs that your Heart was 
e privy to, when you and your Fellows took up- 
« on you to ordain one another at the Tavern. 
« And can you have the Face to pretend, that 
« this Mock-Conſecration was in Fn Form and 
Order, by an Arch- Biſhop and three other Biſhops ?** 
This, or ſomething more harſh and bitter, muſt 
have been Harding's Reply, if he had had ſuch a 
Conſecration to have objected to his Adverſary: 
But his laying no more either to his or Parker's 
Charge, but their Want of @ lawful Conſecration 
by three Biſhops, that they would not be conſe- 
crated by the Form that had ever been uſed, but 
ſuch a Form as their Biſhops either had or would 
have refuſed to conſecrate them by, ſuch a Form 
as they all were aſhamed of : His making no more 
of it, after he gives us Expectations of the Caſe 
being made ſo much worſe, is a manifeſt Proof 
that he was a Stranger to the whole Tranſaction 
which was afterwards invented and publiſhed to 
the World in that ſcandalous Story, 

The Reader ſees what is the Reſult of this Ob- 
jection which is made by Harding againſt the Me- 
tropolitan Parker's Conſecration, which our Ad- 
verſaries have the Confidence notwithſtanding to 
cry up as plainly carrying the Cauſe both againſt 
Parker and Jewell, and not being capable to be 
underſtood of any thing leſs than his charging 
them with their being ordained at the Nags 
Head. *Tis with this Regard that Champney o 
calls it a moſt ſharp Reply; and his Words are re- 
peated in the Treatiſe of Faith and Hereſy P; and 
Le Quien ſays he preſſes his Adverſary 4 plus vive- 
ment, that is, charges him more briſtiy, and ſtrikes 
home, and touches Jeuell to the quick. A ve 
brisk Charge indeed (if Harding had that Meaning 
which they pretend) inſtead of arraigning them 
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for an Act ſo very ſcandalous and profane, to ſiy 
no more than that they had xo lawful Conſecration; 
and inſtead of ſaying it was a Conſecration that 
every Chriſtian Biſhop in the World muſt ſtand 
amazed at with the greateſt Abhorrence and De- 
teſtation, to ſay it was ſuch a Conſecration as ſome 
of their Biſhops did refuſe to bear a Part in, and 
whereof they all were aſhamed. Juſt as if a Man 
were guilty of Wilful Murther, and his Proſecu- 
tor ſhould indi& him for no more than an Aſault 
and Battery upon the Perſon whom he had mur- 
thered; or another ſhould have committed a Rob- 
upon the Highway, or been guilty of Burg- 
— and the ini ment ſhould run only for 21 
Larceny. Or (if I may go a little out of the way 
for a Compariſon) it is as if the meek and pleaſant 
Mr. Mede had brought his Actions againſt the 
Hooker, who twice attempted to draw off his Bed- 
clothes from him, as he lay in his Bed with the 
Windows open to the Street; and the firſt Action 
(according to the pleaſant Rebuke which he gave 
to the Rogue) ſhould be for not having the Pa- 
tience * to ſtay tilt he was aſleep; and the other, 
for his putting him in danger of taking Cold. 


Jewell's 13. But Fewell's making no Rejoinder to this 
making no Part of Harding's Reply about Parker's Want of 
— — Conſecration, as he does to the former Part, of 
ing"; Re- our Biſhops not obſerving what he calls the Old 


ply of 10 Form, in giving Notice to the Biſhop of Rome, 


Service to for his Confirmation : His being filent in this Par- 


r Ad. ticular, is the Ground whereupon they have the 
veſſorien. Confidence to tell us, that this Part of Harding's 
ſharp Reply ſtruck his Adverſary quite dumb, and 

him not a Word to ſay in Vindication of the 

Orders of his Metropolitan; but inſtead of that, 


= Append. to his Life, firſt Vol. of his Works. p. Ixxili. 
: Detence of the Apology , P · 129. Detect. fol. 234 b. 
Defence, ibid. 
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obliged him to paſs it over, and diſſemble the Mat. 
ter, as if there had been no ſuch Obje&tion made 
by Harding. But I wonld aſk, Dots Iersel give 
an Anſwer to every Particular in Hardings 


to him in the Detection, and leave none but this. 


untouched? If fo, then there muſt be fomething 
more than ordinary that occaſioned his being filent 
upon this Head: But if not, may not this be one 
of thoſe many Places in the Detection, which 
evell makes no Anfwer to, but lets his Adver- 
y have the laſt Word, for no other Reafon but 


that he ſaw, either that they did not deſerve, or 


that they did not require, an Anſwer? I have had 
Occaſion a little before t, to ſhew the Reader ſome 


ſuch Places in the Great Dr. Harding, wherein he 


is ſo very trifling and impertinent, that he is ob- 


liged to the Biſhop for not expoſing him, but de- 


ſerves no Anſwer, except it be to let his Admirers 
ſee, if they pleaſe, what a Writer he is, very vain 


and full of himſelf, but as weak and irrational in 


int of Argument. But what Anſwer is it that 

ewwell ſhould have returned to this Objection be- 
fore us againſt Parker's Ordination, for want of 
which it is ſo confidently pronounced that he has 
utterly given up his own and the Arch-Biſhop's 
Orders as impoſſible to be defended? They are 
ready to tell us that he ought to have made Proof 
of the Fact of Parker's Ordination, and to have 
produced the Act of his Conſecration from the 
Lambeth Regiſter. But if Harding never intended 
to deny the Fact, but only the Validity and Law- 
fulneſs of the Ordinations, what Occaſion had 
Jewell to prove that they were true in fact? and 
that he had no ſuch Intention has been, I hope, 
ſufficiently proved from his own Words in other 
Places, as well as it hay been ſhewed that this 
Place, of Parker's Ordination, does nor require 
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that it ſhould be interpreted in any other Senſe. 
It would therefore have been to no purpoſe for 
Jewell to have ſhewed him that there were in the 
Realm three, and more than double that Number, 
of Proteſtant Biſhops, to have laid their Hands u 

on Arch-Biſhop Parker. This could not have {a- 


tisfied his Adverſary, the Meaning of whoſe Queſ- 


tion was not, What three or more ſuch as he 
took to be _ Nominal or Pretended Biſhops, or 
Biſhops who had apoſtatixed from their Church, 
but What three true and lawful Biſhops (ſuch 
three Biſhops as the Canons of the Church require) 
were in the Realm to lay Hands upon him: 80 
that tho' he had named to Harding all the ſeven 
Biſhops who were in Queen Elizabeth's Commiſ- 
ſion of December 6. to confirm and conſecrate 
Parker, yet that Objection would have held good 
againſt his having had a lawful Conſecration, tho' 
he had been conſecrated Arch-Biſhop by the lay- 
ing on of all their Hands. | 

If. Harding had meant that there were not three 
Proteſtant Biſhops in the Realm, Jewell could 
eaſily have proved from his own Confeſſion, that 
he could not but know the contrary. He had 
owned v, five or ſix Pages before, that there 
were Proteſtant Biſhops in King Edward's time 
who took upon them to give Holy Orders, one of 
whom gave him the Order of Deacon, and an- 
other ordained Jewell Prieſt. And could he then 
be ignorant that of thoſe Biſhops, ſome, as 


 Hodgskins and the other Suffragan named in Queen 


Elizabeth's Mandate of December 6. continued here 
in England, and eſcaped the Fury of the Perſecu- 
tion in the next Reign; and others, as Barlow, 
Scory, Coverdale, and Bale, ſaved themſelves by 
flying into foreign Parts, from whence they ſoon 
returned home after Queen Elizabeth's Acceſſion 
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to the Throne? His Delection was printed A. 1568. 
and had he not heard in all that time what paſſed 
very early in the Year 1559? Did he not know 
there was a Conference between ſome of their Bi- 


ſnops and Clergy and the Proteſtants, the laſt of 


March and ſecond of April that Year; the Iſſue of 


which muſt give an Alarm to the whole Party, 
when 1wo Biſhops of the Diſputants of their Side 
were ſent to the Toer for their Inſolence in break- 
ing off the Diſputation? Had he not the Curioſity 
to know the Names of the Perſons that were to 
diſpute of each Side, one whereof, that appeared 
for the Proteſtants, was a Biſhop of King Ed- 
ward's newly returned? Could he be ignorant, or 
muſt he not have heard with the greateſt Regret 
and Mortification, That ſome of thoſe Perſons 
appeared bare-faced in the Courſe of that Year, 
in the moſt publick Places in London, and upon 
the moſt ſolemn Occaſions *, to preach at Court 
before the Queen, or at St. Paul's Croſs before ſo 
numerous an Audience as uſed to attend thoſe Ser- 
mons ; and to bear a Part, by the Queen's Ap- 
pointment, in the Solemnity of performing the 
Obſequies of the French King? Theſe Paſſages were 
ſo publick and notorious, that they could not 
eſcape the Knowledge of all Perſons of each Side 
who were concerned to obſerve what paſſed, upon 
cither their Hopes or Fears of an enſuing Alte- 
ration of Religion, contrary to that which had 
been eſtabliſhed in the former Reign: And if 
Harding knew nothing of their being then in Eng- 
land, or could have the Face to deny it, he muſt 
not be reckoned one of thoſe Catholicks that Le 
Quien ſpeaks of y, who were intent to obſerve daily 
all the Steps that were taken by the New Paſtors, or 
he muſt be looked upon as a Diſſembler of what 
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he well knew to be fact. Beſides, in this v 

Part of his Reply he ſpeaks as if ſome of their 
ancient Biſhops were required to conſecrate Parker, 
but refuſed: And what could be his Ground for 
this, but that he knew of Queen Elizabeth's a Man. 
date of Septemb. . to ſix Biſhops, Tonſtall of Dur- 
ham, Bourne of Bath and Wells, and Pole of Pe. 
terborougb, (three of the Popiſh Biſhops not yet 


| deprived) with Kitchin of Landaff, and Barlny, 


and Scory, to confirm and conſecrate Parker Arch- 
Biſhop of Canterbury? He may well be ſuppoſed 
to mean the 7hree firſt, by the Perſons who were 
required by the Queen's Mandate, but refuſed to 
pay Obedience to it by joining with the other three 
in that Confirmation and Conſecration : But then 


he could not be ignorant of Barlow's and Scorys 


being in the Realm, to be put in the ſame Com- 
miſſion with the other four. And this Commiſ- 
ſion not being executed, by the Default of thoſe 


Refuſers, muſt give him Occaſion, as he was ſo 


intent to obſerve all the Steps of the New Paſtors, to 
expect another, and to have Advice of it when 


it came out in December following; and that muſt 


inform him that * there were three other Prote- 
ſtant Biſhops, Bale of Oſſory, and Hodgskins, and 
the other Suffragan, who with Landaff, Barlow, 


| Scory, and Coverdale, were required, either all, 


or four of them, to perform the Office. All this 
Fewell had Grounds, from his being in England 
that Year and afterwards, to believe that he was 


no Stranger to, nor conſequently to Parker's Con- 


firmation at Bow Church, and Conſecration at 
Lambeth, by four of theſe Proteſtant Prelates, ve- 
ry ſoon after. And then he could have no Rea- 
ſon to think, that Harding meant to deny that 
Parker had three Proteſtant Biſhops in England 
to lay Hands upon him, but that he only denied 


2 Strype's Lite of Matth. Parker, p. 54 3 Strype, 5 
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that there were three ſuch Bifhops as could give 

him a lawful Conſecration, which he believed 

none in England could do but the Ancient Popiſh 
Biſhops, who, as he ſays, either were not required 

or refuſed to do it. 


14. Le Quien thinks it much for his Purpoſe to Le Quien 
ſhew how impoſlible it was for the Catholicks at furniſves 
that time to be ignorant of the Conſecration of 2 ith 4 
Matthew Parker and the reſt of our firſt Biſhops, = _ al 
if they were conſecrated by thoſe Perſons, and at Jewell 7 
the Place and in the Manner, as it is related in our e think 
Regiſter. The Ceremony, he ſays b, according to it imperti- 
the Regiſter, was performed by a competent Number i Flad. 
of Biſhops in the Chapel of the Arch-Biſhop”s Palace ing any 
at Lambeth, in the Suburbs of London; it was Proof of 
done publickly before the Eyes of a great Number of the Fact 
Perſons, who were either invited thither, (he might on = hag 
have added, obliged to be there by their Places : 
and Profeſſions) or were brought thither upon the 
Report ſpread throughout the whole Town, of ſuch 
Conſecrations being to be celebrated; in a word, 
he ſays, thoſe Conſecrations were performed at that 
time in the ſame manner as they are at preſent. The 
Fatt therefore of thoſe Ordinations muſt (he ſays) be 
then and ſome time after better known, more publick; 
more notorious, than the very Acts of the Conſecrations, 
which were then drawn up, and entered into the pub- 
lick Regiſtry, for the Proof of them in After-Times 
and Ages, at the greateſt Diſtance. The Father 
ſhews it muſt be ſo, by a parallel Inſtance of the 
Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhop of Paris, the 
Cardinal de Noailles. 

Here we are obliged to Le Quien for ſuggeſting 
to us a very good Reaſon, why Jewell, if he knew 
that Parker and himſelf, &c. were made in that 
Firm and Order as he poſitively affirms to Hard- 
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ing, could not poſſibly think that his Adverſary 
was in the leaſt ignorant of thoſe Facts, which 
were more publick and notorious than the ve 

Acts of their Conſecrations; and if he could not 


think ſo, then he could not imagine that Hardin 


meant to deny thoſe Facts, and that he in Anſwer 
to him was obliged to make Proof of them: and 
ſo we could not give a better or more ſatisfacto 

Account of Jewell's being ſilent in that Particu- 
lar, and not making himſelf ridiculous, by offer- 
ing to prove to his Adverſary that which he was 
certain he muſt know ſo well already. Harding 


was at that time one of the Catholicks > who (as the 


Father ſays) were either upon the Spot, or could not 
be iener aut of what paſſed in the Promotion of theſe 

e was provoked very early to be upon 
the watch to obſerve every Step they took, by 
his being put under Confinement at Salisbury e, by 
the Commiſſioners ſent down thither to tender the 
Oath of Supremacy ; by the Election of Jewell 
(who was one of them) to that Biſhoprick by the 
Chapter, wherein he owns 4 that he was deſired to 
bear a Part, but refuſed ; and by his own Depri- 
vation of the Treaſurerſhip of that Church; 
which yet did not make him reſolve to leave Eng- 
Jand, but he ſtaid here for more than two Years 
after Queen Elizabeth's Acceſſion to the Throne, 
before he took his Flight croſs the Seas to Lovaine. 
By Mr. Strype's Account, from a Liſt © (in the 
Paper Houſe) given in to the Council by the Ee- 
cleſiaſtical Commiſſioners, he was yet in the 
Realm for part of the Year 1561, and then under 
no other Reſtraint than to keep within ſixteen 
Miles of either pf the two Places which he had his 
Choice to reſide in; ſo that he could want no Op- 
portunities of being informed of the publick Tranſ- 


b I bid. Detect. fol. 233. b. Detect. f. 233 2. 
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actions. And before the Middle of that Year, not 
only Parker, but almoſt f the whole Number of 
his Suffragans (excepting Barlow and Scory, who 
were confirmed only) had been ſolemnly conſe- 
crated at Lambeth. . The Facts of ſo many Con- 
ſecrations could not fail to come to his Knowledge, 
if he had any Inclination to hear how Affairs were 
carried on in the New Church: and then he muſt 
ſee that the Bench of Biſhops was almoſt fille 
with the Reformers, and that all his Hopes were 
at an End, if he waited for a Reſtoration of their 
Old Biſhops to their Epiſcopal Chairs, or of him- 
ſelf to his Stall at Salisbury; and ſo he might think 
it time for him then to leave his native Country, 
and to ſeek for Protection and Subſiſtence Abroad. 
The Solemnities of theſe Conſecrations Le Quien 
grants, if they were performed as uſual, muſt 
have brought together a great Number of Perſons 
that were Eye-Witneſſes of the Ceremony, and 
the more (I may add) at the firſt Conſecration of 
the Arch-Biſhop, and the two next Conſecrations, 
the one of 8 four, and the other of five Biſhops 


together (where alſo their own Retinue that at- 


tended muſt be greater) becauſe to theſe earlieſt 
Conſecrations a very great Number might reſort, 
for no other Reaſon perhaps, but to ſee the Diffe- 
rence between the decent Solemnity and Primitive 
and Apoſtolical Simplicity of the Conſecrations, 
by Prayer, and Invocation of the Holy Spirit, 
and Impoſition of Hands, with the Liturgy, Ser- 
mon, and Holy Communion, from the theatrical 
Pompand Pageantry of the Conſecrations in the late 
Reign, with the Addition not only of the Unction, 


but of the Mitre, Paſtoral Staff, Rings, Gloves, 


Sandals or Slippers, with the Pall to the Arch- 
Biſhop 3 which Parker thought it to be ſome Hap- 
pineſs that h he was the firſt and ſole Arch- Biſhop 


f Strype, ibid. p. 187. © Strype, ibid. b Strype's 
Life of Arch-Biſhop Parker, App. p. 151. 
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1. l, ee of all the ſeventy from Auſtin ths 


uk, whoſe Conſecration was got encumbered 
and expoſed, rather than adorned, with theſe Ce. 
remonies. Theſe firſt Conſecrations, of ten Bi- 
ſhops, took up no more time than from Dec. 17, 
1559. when Arch-Biſhop Parter was conſecrated, 
to 5. . the 21ſt following, when the firſt four, 
and a Month after when the laſt five received their 
Canfecration ; ſo that there was ſufficient Noto- 
riety of the Fact, for any one to be aſſured of, 
ho might be concerned to have Information of 
hoſe Proceedings. And that theſe, and the Con- 
ſecrations of the Biſhops afterwards, to the filling 
up almoſt of the whole Number, were ſo publick 
and notorious, that the Church and the Realm 
were ſatisfied of the Reality of them, it is evident 
from this, that ſo ſoon after as the Year 1562. 
thefe very Perſons, without the leaſt Oppoſition 
made, that we hear of, were allowed and autho- 
rized to hold a Synod, wherein thoſe Articles of 
Religion were paſled which have been the ſtanding 
Doctrine of the Church of England from that 
time; and at the ſame time, without the leaſt 
Contradiction or Diſpute in either of the Two 
Houſes of. Parliament, took their Places and act- 
ed with full Authority in the Houſe of Peers, and 


that without ſeeing they had any Occaſion to have 


a Bill brought in at that time, to declare their 
Ordinations to be true and lawful; as there was 
afterwards, Ann. 1566. upon the Bojdneſs of the 
Party, encouraged by the Suit depending between 
Bonner and Horne. Could Harding be, or could 
Jewell ſuppoſe him to be, ignorant of all theſe 
Paſſages ſo notorious to the whole Nation? not 


to mention that the Declaration of the Parlia- 


ment 1566. was made no Jeſs than two Years be- 
wore he writ his Detection. We ſee then what is 
the Reſult of the Argument from Fewel['s Silence; 
he ſays nothing to Ilarding's Denial that ren 
5 h 
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had a lawful Conſecration, and that there were 


three Biſhops to lay Hands upon him; he does 
not offer to confute his Adverſary by making 
Proof of the Fa& of the Arch-Biſhop's Conſe- 
cration at Lambeth, The Anſwer is eaſy; Jewell 


knew that nothing could be more notorious than 


the Conſecration of the Arch-Biſhop, and ſo ma- 
ny Biſhops whom he conſecrated preſently after, 
at his Chapel at Lambeth, with the uſual Solem- 
nities, before ſo great a Number of Witneſſes ; 
he could not therefore underſtand Harding as de- 
nying a Fact ſo publickly known, and confequent- 
ly had no Reaſon to anſwer as if his Words did 
imply ſuch a Denial. 


15. But Le Quien will pretend to deny that Fewwell Ne Fa- 
knew his own and Parker's Qrdination were thus ther's Pre- 
publickly ſolemnized at Lambeth, upon the ſame xn * 
Ground upon which he pretends to prove that % Ste. 
there were in fact no ſuch Conſecrations at all; pleton 
and his Reaſon is, i becauſe Harding and the other muſt be be- 
Catholicks of that time, bo weve upon the Spot, or Lieved to 
could not be ignorant of what paſſed in the Promotion — * 
of theſe Biſhops, conteſted the Fart of theſe Ordina- Fact if our 
lions at the time, or a few Years after. Flow does Ordinati- 


the Fatber ſhew that they conteſted the very Fact ann or e 


of theſe Ordinations? His Proof of it is, becauſe 2% 14 


have been 


they reproached our Biſhops with their having been ne- pools or 
ver ordained ;, and defied them to ſhew when and by Madmen 


whom they had received Impoſition of Hands. He to . 


ſhould not, as I have obſerved before k, have ſaid, * vach the 
when, but how and by whom; for it is to thoſe —— 
Queſtions only that Harding, Stapleton, c. de- been truly 
fied our Biſhops ro give any Anſwer. But Le conſecrat- 
Quien ſays, this proves that it was notorious that ed. 
they were never ordained, otherwiſe it muſt be ſaid 
that theſe Doctors of theirs were (des etaurdis, des 
exlravagants) Men whoſe Brains were turned, and 


: T. 1. p. 248, 307» | K P, 249. 


— 
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Dotards, whoſe Folly and Impoſture might eaſily be 


confuted by as many Witneſſes as there were Men in 
the City of London, and even in all England. Let 
the Father now fee, that this Way of Reaſoning 
ſhews either that he deſigned to impoſe upon his 
Readers, or that he himſelf was in ſome degree 
etourdi, that is, his Head was giddy and diſturbed, 
For did not Harding put theſe very Queſtions to 
himſelf, How and by whom he was ordained Dea- 
con in King Edward's time? and was not his Rea- 
fon for it that he began then to think that he had 
received no Ordination, and was not truly and 
really Deacon? Muſt he not then, by Le Quien's 
way of arguing, be plainly wild and out of his 
Senſes, to queſtion his being ordained Deacon, 
and call himſelf to an account how and by whom 
he had received Impoſition of Hands, when he knew 
perfectly that in falt he had Hands laid upon him 


by one of King Edward's Biſhops, who took up- 


on him to give him the Order of Deacon accord- 
ing to the Form in the Ordinal of that King ? 
T 


is *tis plain he knew and confeſſes, and yet re- 


nounces that Ordination as invalid and of no ef- 
fect, becauſe the Perſon who pretended to give it 
him was not qualified, and the Form by which 


he adminiſtered the Order not lawful. And may 


he not be underſtood to have had the ſame Mean- 
ing in denying Parker's and Jewell's Conſecration, 
without being told that he muſt be either a Fool 
or a Madman, if he did not mean by that Denial 
that they had no Ordination in fad! But this is 
the Fallacy | which runs thro* Le Quien's Way of 
arguing upon all Occaſions. Bonner, though he 
might very well, upon his Principles, fay that 
Horne's tour Conſecrators were no Biſhops, either 
by the Inſtitution of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, or 
the Canons of the Church, or the Laws of the 


1 Sup. p. 203. 
Land, 


Ch.X. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

Land, yet when he ſays, Horne had not four Bi- 
ſhops at his Conſecration, he muſt be looked upon 
(as Le Quien ® lays) to be void of all Senſe and Rea- 
jon, if he did not mean to deny that he had thoſe 
four Perſons to be his Conſecrators. And for the 
ſame Reaſon we muſt believe that Stapleton and 
Harding, when they defy our Biſhops to ſhew by 
whom they were conſecrated, muſt mean not that 
their Conſecrators were no true, or canonical, or 
legal Biſhops, but that they had none at all to lay 
Hands upon them. In this Le Quien is followed 
by the Remarker, and both of them may be look- 
ed upon to be led by Fitzherbert n firſt, and after 
him by another Writer, who has the Face to ſtick 
at nothing that it comes into his Head to declare 
with Confidence. * To ſay (that Writer tells us o) 
« that Nr. Harding, Stapleton, Briſtow, Reynolds, 
« and others, ſhould object in Print againſt our 
% Proteſtant Biſhops Want of Ordination, with- 
«© out enquiring or examining whether they were 
« ordained or no (that is, as he ſays before, whe- 
ther there was any ſuch viſible and publick So- 
&« lemnity) is in equivalent Terms to call them 
« Fools and Knaves.” He had ſaid in his former = argu- 
Treatiſe p, It is Want of Charity and Judg- ing of the | 
«© ment to think (or, as he explains himſelf in the — of 
„ Nullity d, No Man of Conſcience or Common Senſe — 7 8 
« can imagine) that the Catholick Doctors of thoſe we oughe 
ce times who forſook all at Home for Con- out of 

« ſcience ſake, ſhould, without examining the Charity te 
% Buſineſs, publiſh to the World in Print the — 
« Nullity of Parker's Ordination, and charge pleton zo 
« him and all the reſt with being «»/ent, uncalled, believe 
* unconſecrated, and thereby engage Poſterity to #hey were 


commit ſo many damnable Sacrileges, in the 3 


m p. 2 57. ſup. p. 200. n Remarks on F. Le Courayer, Conſecrs- 
p 103. »Nulllty of the Prelatick Clergy, p. 1. 8 
T Treatiſe of Cath. Faith and Hereſy, p. 19. Lambeth. 
+ Pref. N. IV. Book p.33. 


6 re- 


460 


The NAc's-HE APD FABL I 


ce re- ordaining thoſe who had been already valid- 
« ly ordained. By which, as he ſays in the 
Nullity r, they muſt wilfully damn their own Souls 
that is, by their obliging Poſterity, upon Miſinforma. 
tion, to re-ordain our Miniſters. The Buſineſs 
which they were to examine was, as he means, 
the Fact of Parker's Conſecration, which thoſe 
Catholick Doctors, in charging him with being un- 
ſent, uncalled, and unconſecrated, muſt mean, was 
no other Ordination than that at the Tavern, or 
elſe he gives them all up for Fools and Knaves, 
_ for Men that would wilfully damn their own 
Upon ſuch Grounds this weak but confident 
Writer would oblige us, if we have either Charity, 
or Conſcience, or Common Senſe, to believe that 
Harding and Stapleton, &c. objected to Parker 
and the reſt of our firſt Biſhops, that they had in 
fact no Conſecration at Lambeth, but at the Nay's- 
Head. But he, and thoſe that copy from ſo wor- 
thy an Author, muſt give us leave to fay, that 
without Breach of Charity or good Conſcience, 
and without any Contradiction to Common Senſe, 
we believe, becauſe we plainly ſee it, that the 
moſt that both theſe two Writers (Harding eſpe- 
cially, who, as I have proved, is the mot plain 
and poſitive, le plus net & le plus formel, in this 


Particular) ever had in their Thoughts to object 


againſt the Ordination of Jewell, Parker, Ec. 
was that there were no rue Biſhops among the 
Proteſtants to give them a true and valid Ordi- 
nation. This Defect, it muſt be granted, they 
object againſt our firſt Ordinations, and upon 
that Ground would have been ready to juſtify the 
re-ordaining of the Exgli/h Clergy that came over 
from the Communion of our Church to theirs, 


and to recommend the Practice of Re-ordination 


0 
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ch. X. thoraughly examined and confuted. 


to Poſterity, upon account of the Invalidity of 
our Ordinations : But then what Ground has this 
Writer to affirm confidently that they muſt wil- 
fully damn their Souls by countenancing and en- 

couraging this Practice, except they had full Aſ- 
ſurance not only of the Invalidity of the Qrdina- 
tions, but that our firſt Biſhops had not in fact 
any Ordination, or none but that at the Tavern? 
Not to mention that the re- ordaining our Clergy 
by the Governours of their Church had its Foun- 
dation, before either Stapleton or Harding writ 
againſt our Ordinations, in the 8 Spi- 
rit of the Party in Queen Mary's time, which 


made ſome of them ſo forward as to ſ unbiſhop. 


not only King Edward's Biſhops conſecrated by 
his Form, but others who had been conſecrated 
by the Form in the Roman Pontifical, and 

Biſhops who had received their Conſecration from 
Biſhops of King Henry VIII.'s time; againſt 


whoſe Orders therefore they could have no other 


Objection, but that their Confecrators and them- 
ſelves were Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, that is, 


Proteſtants. 


16. We have ſeen, in the foregoing Chapter, Hard- 
ing's Objections againſt the Ordination of Fervell 
and his Bretnren; and in this Chapter, the Bi- 
ſhop's Anſwers to thoſe Objections, as well as his 
Adverſary's Reply, and his own Rejoinder to ſuch 
Parts of his Reply as he thought deſerved it. 
And now I may conclude, upon the whole View 
of what appears both in S/apleton and this Writer, 
firſt, that neither of them ever thought of object- 
ing to our Biſhops any ſuch Ordination as that at 
the Nag's-Head Tavern; neither of them ever 
{peaking a Word that can be proved to look that 
way, tho” it appears ſo often, in the Courſe of 


c Le Courayer 5 Diſſer tation, P: 247. 
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the Diſpute, that their Subject called upon them 
to reproach our Prelates openly with that ſcanda- 
lous Fact, if they had known of it; and it can- 
not be conceived that Men of their Principles and 


Temper could ever have been guilty of an Omif. 


ſion ſo prejudicial to their own Cauſe. Secondly, 
that neither of them ſay any thing that imports a 


Denial of the Fact of the Conſecration of Fewel] 


or Parker, Gc. at Lambeth, by thoſe Perſons and 


that Form of which we have an authentick Ac- 


count in the Acts of their Conſecrations in the Re- 
giſter; much leſs that their Words imply a De- 
nial, as Le Quien attempts to perſuade us, that 


thoſe firſt Biſhops of ours ever had any Ordination 
or Impoſition of Hands at all, any Ceremony, or 


Solemnity, to make them Biſhops, but only the 
Authority of Queen Elizabeth's Letters Patents. 
Thirdly, that the Point of Diſpute maintained 
by theſe two Writers was, that our Prelates Par- 
ker, Jewell, and their Brethren, had not Impo- 
ſition of Hands from true or lawful Biſpops, or 
that they were not ordained by a valid or lawful 
Form. Laſtly, therefore, that Filzberbert artfully 
impoſes upon his Readers, by pretending that rhe 
Diſpute about the Nag's-Head Ordination was an 
t Old Quarrel in the Beginning of Queen Elizabeth's 
Reign, between their two Learned Doctors Harding 
and Stapleton, and their Adverſaries Jewell and 
Horne: And F. Le Quien, with the like Sincerity, 
preſently after his Citation of Fitzberbert's Words 
to this Purpoſe, makes it to have been ve eſſential 
and capital Point of the Controverſy for fifty Tears (that 
is, from the Beginning of Queen Elizabeth's Reign 
to the time of Fitzherbert's writing) that their 
Writers call in queſtion our firſt Biſhops having any 
Ordination whatſoever, and not (as it is (he lays) 
the Pretence and Evaſion (defaite is his Word) of 


Sup. p. 235. T. 1. P. 246. 
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Bramhall and other Engliſh Proteſtant Writers, 
from whom his Adverſary F. Le Courayer learnt to 
make uſe of it) that the Diſpute was about the Vali- 
dity or Invalidity of the Ordination which they bad 
received, It is plain that during ſo great a part of 
Le 9uien's fifty Years, as from 1559 to the time 
of Stapleton's Deceaſe, who lived till near the 
End of that Century, and writ Ann. 1596. two 
Years before his Death, his Relectio Principio- 
rum, c. and Triplicat. adv. Whitakerum, in both 
which Diſcourſes, ſo near the time when the Ta- 
vern-Story firſt appeared, a full Account of it 
might have been expected from him, if then or at 
any time before he had been informed of that Fact: 
It is plain, I fay, that for the time that this 
Writer maintained the Diſpute againſt our Orders, 
and for the time that Harding was engaged in the 
Controverſy, nothing more was objected, but that 
the Ordinations of our firſt Biſhops were either not 
valid or lawful, tor want of the Conſecrators being 
true and lawful Biſhops, and the Perſons conſe- 
crated having the Pope's Confirmation; or not 
Canonical or Legal for want of King Edward's 
Form of Ordination being authorized by the Ca- 
nons and Practice of their Church, or by the Sta- 
tutes of our own Realm. And if all this might 
be objected by both theſe Writers, and yet both 
of them might have confeſſed notwithſtanding, 
that Parker had in fact Impoſition of Hands from 
Barlow, Scory, Coverdale and Hodgskins, at the 
Time and Place ſpecified in his Regiſter; and 
that Jewell and others had in fact the Hands of 
Parker and his Aſſiſtants laid upon them, as it is 
related in the Acts of their Conſecrations in the 
ſame Regiſter: And that the Ceremony of conſe- 
crating the Arch-Biſhop firſt, and the others af- 
ter him, was performed actually in all Points ac- 
cording to King Edward's Form of conſecrating 
Arcli-Buſhops and Biſhops: If ſuch a Confeſſion 

might 
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might be conſiſtent with every thing that they are 
found to ſay againſt our Ordinations, then the 
Readers of the Church of England, or in Com- 
munion of the Roman Church, are to conſider, how 
much they are impoſed upon by ſuch Writers, as 
endeavour to amuſe them with the Authority of 
fo many Places in Stapleton and Harding, wherein 
they are pretended to declare either for the Fact 
of the Nag's- Head Ordination, or againſt the Fact 
of the Ordinations related in the Lambeth Regiſter, 
This appears to be the laſt Retrenchment of our 
Adverſaries, to which they are obliged to retire, 
when they have nothing elfe left them to ſay in 
Defence of the Tavern-Story, They tell us with 
Confidence, that if we look into Bonner's Plea 
againſt Horne, and into the Writers of that time, 
we ſhall find the Fact of that Mock-Conſecration 
atteſted, or (that which is equivalent to it) the 
Credit of the Account of the Ordinations of our 
Biſhops at Lambeth utter ly deſtroyed. This Shew 
of ſo good Authority may, they hope, look 
plauſible, and moſt of their Readers may be in- 
clined to take their Word, rather than to give 
themſelves the Trouble of entering into a nice 
Examination of the particular Allegations: But, to 


fatisfy any one that is imparrtial and ſincere, J have 


fully conſidered every thing that they alledge, or 
is ſaid elſewhere in their Authors; and have, I 
hope, ſufficiently proved, that Bonner and the 
Biſhops, and the principal Writers of that time, 
Harding, Stapleton and Sanders, diſcover plainly 
that they never heard of ſuch a Fact as the Tavern. 
Ordination, and that nothing can be produced 
from them, to prove that they had any thought 
of calling in queſtion the Truth of the Account 
of the Conſecrations of Arch-Biſhop Parker and 
the reſt of our firſt Biſhops, which has ſtood up- 
on Record from the time in the Lambeth Regilter, 
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CHar” xt 


Le Quien's late Treatiſe of the Nullity of the 
Enghſh Ordinations, a Confutation of the 
former. What he takes upon him to prove in 

bis former T. rw This diſproved in the 
Treatiſe now publiſhed. Proof of his con- 
futing himſelf, by what he ſays in regard to 
Stapleton. By what he ſays in regard to 
Harding. By what he Jays in regard to 
Sanders and Bonner. His falling into the 
fame Miſtake with the Remarker about the 
Point of Diſpute. His new Argument from 
an Expreſſion in Stapleton's Fortreſs of Faith. 
His pretending, from the Preface to the Coun- 
terblaſt, that there was an Act of Parlia- 
ment, 28 Hen. VIII, of the making of Bi- 
ſhops, but not to be found now in the Statute- 
Book. His Interpretation of Stapleton's 
Wards, the very Statutes. His Interpreta- 
tion of Harding's Words, Antient Biſhops. 
His pretended Diſcoveries in Bonner's Caſe. 
His Charge againſt F. Le Courayer, of an 
Omiſſion of Heylin's Words. And of con- 
cealing the Argument in the Cotton MS. of 
Bonner or bis Counſel, againſt Parker's 
Conſecrgtion. How little Service that Argu- 
ment can do to Le Quien's Cauſe. Conclu- 


fron. 


I, E 9UTEN has preſented the Publick late- LeQuien's 
ly with a New Demonſtration of the Nul- late Treas 
lity of the Engliſh Ordinations, both in point of 4, of the 


Fa and Right,” It comes to my Hands at a pro- 3 
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his former per time to conſider how the Father enforces his 


Treatiſe. 


Arguments from the Teſtimonies of Stapleton, 
Harding, Sanders, and others of their Writers, 
and from Biſhop Bonner's Plea againſt Horne, to 
diſprove the Fact of the Conſecrations of Parker 
and the reſt of Queen Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops. 
And here I hope I ſhall not be looked upon to be 
immodeſt or uncharitable, if I fay that, upon 
reading this New Demonſtration, I could not for- 


bear thinking of what Sofia, in Ampbitruo, ſays 


of himſelf, after Mercury in his Shape had ſo cuf- 
fed and buffeted him, as to make him deny him- 
ſelf to be Sofia, Ego ile alter Soſia malis me 
mulctavit modis. So I muſt own it ſeems to me, 
that This ſame other ſecond Le Quien has very un- 
happily quite confuted that ſame other former Le 
Quien. For this I am in the Reader's Judgment, 


whether I muſt be looked upon myſelf to be un- 


What he 
takes upon 
him t9 
prove in 
his former 
Treatiſe. 


der a Miſtake. 

The Father, in his former Work, makes us 
believe he has proved from ſo many Places which 
he alledges in Stapleton, Harding, Sanders, G&c. 
that they all, and Biſhop Bonner in his Plea, do 
with one Voice aſſure us, That our Reformed Pre- 
lates were inveſted in their Sees— without having re- 
cerved any Ordination whatſoever, without obſerving 
that Form that was in uſe under King Edward, or 
© obſerving any Form of Ordination at all: That 
they had no d Impoſition of Hands at all: That the 
© Ordinal which preſcribes that Ceremony was not 
made uſe of at their Ordination: That f neither 


they nor any of Queen Elizabeth's Biſhops were 


conſecrated by that Form, or had any Impoſition 
of Hands, either in 1559, or the following Years, 
till after the Convocation, Ann. 1562. That Sia- 


Plaut. Amphitruo, Act 4. Scen. 3. T. 1. p. 319. 
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pleton makes them s ridiculous in uſing that Cere- 
mony after that time, which never had been uſed 
before in their own Conſecrations: That h be- 
fore that time they root Poſſeſſion of their Biſbopricts 
only by vertue of the Queen's Letters Patents, with- 
out any Solemnity or Ceremony: Acting herein ac- 
cording to the Eraſtian Principles, which they had 
been taught by Cranmer, of the Prince's having Au- 
thority to create the Biſhops and other Miniſters with- 
out any Neceſſity of Ordination. And to compleat 
all with a Diſcovery of Le Quien's upon this 
Foundation, That i Parker found himſelf ob- 
liged, upon this account, to put a Trick upon the 
Queen and the Two Houſes, in the Parliament 
8 Eliz. with the Aſſiſtance of Secretary Cecil; 
that is, to make them, under Cover of declaring 
that the Queen's Biſhops after 1562, were ordain- 
ed according to the Form in King Edward's Or- 
dinal, declare that he and Grindal, Sc. of the 
Queen's fit Nomination, (who he was conſcious 
had no Impoſition of Hands at all) were in the 
ſame Caſe with the reſt that were ordained after 
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1562. with Impoſition of Hands; and all, both 


the fr ft and the latter Set of Biſhops, were con- 
ſecrated by the ſame Form. | 

This the Reader may have ſeen with his own 
Eyes, in the firſt Tome of Le Quien's Treatiſe of 
the Nullity of our Ordinations, printed, Ann. 1725. 
And muſt he not then be ſurprized to ſee, in his 
Treatiſe of this Year, all the fame Places almoſt 
in their Writers cited again, and almoſt in the 
ſame Order, with no other Concluſion from them 
at the foot of the Account, than this, « That 
theſe Writers deny that Parker and his Brethren 
had any Impoſition of Hands from true Biſhops. 


$ Ibid. p. 280, 281. Þ Ibid. p. 268, 269. Adit. p. ii, iii. 
* Thid, p. 426, 427, 428. ſup. p. 176, 177, 178. 
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le begins, in this Treatiſe, with the firſt Place 
in Stapleton's Fortreſs of Faith; which I have laid 
before the Reader k in the Author's Words, and 
have proved from thence ! that the Father puts a 
Fallacy upon us, by pretending that the Author 
affirms that our Biſhops had no Impoſition of 
Hands at all, when the whole that he ſays comes 
to no more than that they had not the laying on 


of the Hands of true Biſhops. The ſame Paſſage 


the Father ſets down here m a Tranſlation of whole 
and entire, tho? in his firſt Work (as I have ob- 
ſerved before n) he has nothing of it but the Con- 
cluſion: And it will ſoon appear whether he does 
now make any more of it than I have done. Be- 
fore he gives us the Author's Words, he ſays o the 
Reader will find there the true Reaſon that Staple- 


ton brings againſt the New Epiſcopacy, and that he 


there abſolutely deſtroys the Authority of the Regiſ- 
ters, and Scraps of Paper (as he is pleaſed to call 
them) ſent from England. He does this, he tells 
us preſently P, by formally charging theſe falſe Biſhops 
with Intruſion, upon the Defect (not of Authority or 
Juriſdiction in their Conſecrators, but) of Impoſition 
of Hands from any Biſhop. Then, in Proof of 
this Charge, he recites the Author's 4 Words, im- 
porting, That Auſtin the Monk was made Bi- 
« ſhop at Arles, by the Impoſition of Hands of 
« other Biſhops; but our Pretended Biſhops, up- 


on the Deprivation of theirs, could not have 


& F#1/copal Impoſition of Hands here at Home, 
«© nor would ſeek for it Abroad, and conſequent- 
« ly had not Hands laid upon them by ary 
% Biſhops. : | 
Here we fee how far Le Quien falls ſhort of 
what he had formerly faid, when he laid down 


* Sup. p. 248, 249. | Sup. p. 260, 261. * Part. 
p. 32+ 33, 34- » Sup. p. 259. Part 1. p. 31. 
P Ibid. p. 32. 4 Ibid, 


che 
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the State of the Queſtion :, That Stapleton diſputes 
our Biſhops having been ordained in any manner 
whatſoever z; and of what he ſaid juſt before he 
refers us to this Paſſage in the Fortreſs, That he 
abſolutely denies there that our Biſhops had received 
any Impoſition of Hands; and what he had ſaid 
in the Page before, That he poſitively maintains 
every where that they were inveſted in their Sees 
without Solemnity, without Ceremony, being ſatisfied 
with the Queen's Nomination by her Letters Pa- 
tents; and of what he had faid beſides (in the other 
Places juſt now referr*d to) to convince the Reader 
of the Nullity of our Ordinations in point of Fa. 
His Author's Meaning is, as the Father confeſſes 
here, That they had not the Impoſition of Biſhops 
Hands; and could it then be pretended that he 
muſt neceſſarily have a Meaning ſo very different 
in the fame Words, That they had not only 0 
Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands, but xo Impoſition 
of Hands whatſoever ? 1 

Le Quien proceeds to tell ust, That the Au- 
thor, after this Paſſage, goes on 10 a very great 
Length, to prove that the Vacation and Miſſion of 
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Paſtors depends upon their having the laying on of \* 


Biſhops Hands; and that from thence he concludes, 
That Queen Elizabeth's Biſhops having not received 
Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands, have no Right to exe- 
cute the Functions of that Order. The Argument 
we have p. 46. (after the Repetition of ſome Part 
of the ſame Paſſage in the Pages before) from 
St. Paul's receiving his own Miſſion in Form by Im- 
Poſition of Hands (of the Elders, he ſhould have 
added) and his making Timothy and Titus Biſhops 
by the laying on of his Hands, &c. agreeably to the 
Account I have given in the Pages here referred 
to v. After which the Father * gives us the Senſe 


© Jo To P- 246. ſup. P- 248. . p. 270. ſup. P- 261, 
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of thoſe Words, Proteſtantes boc Sacramentum reji. 
cient, c. cited above y; and cites the Words 
2 Ii nuper intruſi Superintendentes, &c. in both 
which Places the Author, by laying on of the 
Hands of the Presbytery, means Epiſcopal Impoſi- 
tion of Hands, and Le Quien ſeems to grant that 
he has that Meaning, tho” in the firſt Paſſage he 
renders the Words fine omni impoſitione manuum 
Presbyterii; Sans qu'on leur ait en aucune maniere 
impoſe les mains; that is, without any one having 
laid Hands upon them in any Manner: any one, in 
any Manner, inſtead of any one of the Presbytery, 
that is, of the College of Biſbops. He adds a 
third Paſſage, from the Concluſion of that Seion 
in the Fortreſs of Faith, Moderni autem Superinten- 
dentes, Sc. The Words in the original Engliſh 
I have ſet down, «+ Your Pretended Biſhops 
« have no /uch Ordination, no /uch laying on of 
6 Hands of other Biſhops, Sc. which are ren- 
dered in Latin, Nullam habent Ordinationem, nul- 
lam manuum impoſitionem. 

Page 50. he propounds to ſhew, that the Au- 
thor often, in his many other Treatiſes, repeats the 
fame Charge againſt our Falſe Biſhops, That they 
had neither Vocation, nor Miſſion, nor any Impoſition 
of Hands of any Biſhop whatſoever, there being not 
one found in the Realm who would perform that Ce- 
remony. He cites the © Return of Uniruths to Jewell, 
to ſhew that Stapleton's Words there are a 4 plain 
Teftimany that our Prelates invaded the Office with- 
out the Impoſition of any Biſhops Hands; and the 
* Counterblaſt to Horne, to prove that the Author 
declares there, that f No Biſhop preſided in his 
Qrdination by laying his Hands upon him: And a 
Paſſage in the 8 Principia Doctrinalia, (parallel to 


Y Sup. p. 263, 204. Part 1. ibid. ſup. p. 264. 
part 1. Pp: 48. Þ Sup. p. 268. © Ibid. p. 51. ſup. 
p. 268. P. 5 © Ibid. p. 61. ſup. p. 267. P. 62. 
& P. 64. 
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that in the Fortreſs, of Auſtin the Monk) where, he 
ſays, Stapleton wholly requires Epiſcopal Impoſition 
of Hands to the Miſſion and Vocation of Paſtors, 
and finds none in our New Biſhops. The like 
Concluſion he draws from his Homily, as he calls 
it, for the Feaſt of St. Mark b, That there, 2ith- 
out making any Difference between Luther and our 
Prelates, he lays, they had no Impoſition of Hands 
from any foreign (German or French) Biſhop, nor 
from any other Perſon of that which they called the 
Reformed Church. And again, from his i Re- 
lectio Principiorum Doctrinalium, where, he ſays, 
k he puts the Engliſh in the ſame Claſs with the Cal- 
. viniſts and Lutherans— that none of their Minifters 
had received any Epiſcopal Ordination. | 


The like Interpretation he gives us of Harding's Proved 


Words, I His Citations 2 him, he ſays, prove 
that no true Biſhop ever laid his Hands upon the New 


ker. That Author, he ſays, = demands of Feel! 
to ſew that he had received Power to execute the 
| Epiſcopal Function by the Impoſition of a Biſhop's 

Hands. The Place I have ſet down n in the Au- 
thor's Words, as Le Quien himſelf does o after- 
wards, At leaſt ſhew us that you have received Power 
to do the Office you preſume to exerciſe, by due Order 
of laying on of Hands and Confecration ; and the 
Father very rightly interprets due Order of laying 


on of Hands, to be by the Hands of a Biſbop. 


Harding likewiſe, he ſays, calls in queſtion P whe- 
ther Jewell were Prieſt or no, not having at that 
time any Biſhop 10 ordain him; and for the ſame 
Reaſon - denies him to be a Biſhop: And com- 
pares 4 him in this regard to [{chyras and Zacchens, 
and declares that the Engliſb had their Orders 


* P. 69. ſup. p. 2 P. 70. ſup, p. 280, & ſ 
x . 72 g IP, = P. 75, 78. 15 8 wp 362. 
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from * Monks and Friars Apoſtates, and excommu- be 
nicate Prieſts not having Biſhoply Power ; upon 


co, 
whoſe Deceaſe he aſks what will become of their 

Church? and ſays to Jewell, after demanding his of 
Letters of Orders, that ſ he had neither Order nor bt 
Conſecration, becauſe None of the New Miniſters le 
could give him that which he had not himſelf; agree- mM 
ably, as Le Quien obſerves, to what he had faid If 
before, That the Proteſtants * had not in their 1 b 
Seft conſecrated Biſhops ; and all Holy Orders were u 


given by Biſhops only. 
Proved I go on to ſhew that he makes the like Uſe of 
from what Fanders and Bonner, the former of whom he owns» 
3 that he cited before, and cites him now again, to 
and Bon- confirm whay Stapleton and others of that time main- 
ner. tain conſtantly, that Queen Elizabeth's firſt Biſhops 
were — in their Sees without the Impoſition of 
Hands of any Biſhops. And the principal Ground 
of the Plea of the latter he makes to be that 
Parker himſelf was not conſecrated by any Biſhop. 
He gives us a new Verſion of the Paſſages in 
Sanders's Hiſtory of the Engliſh Schiſm, and an 
Extratt, as belles. of ſo much of the Author's 
Text in Latin as he pleaſes; and thoſe Words 
Ita omni legitim Ordinatione deſtituti, which he 
rendred before 2, Ils ne reghrent aucune Ordina- 
tion; They had no Ordination at all, inſtead of no 
lawful Ordination, he tranſlates now, A avoient 
pas ete ordonnes felon les Loix quelles qu'elles fuſſent, 
they were not ordained according to any Laws what- 
forever : Which he interprets as ſpoken “ in Conſe- 
very of our New Superintendents not having Hands 
id upon them by any true Biſhop. The Words in 
the latter Part of his Extract are now fine ulld 
ce Epiſcopali Conſecratione, inſtead pf what he had 


: P. 80. ſup. p. 389, 390- s . 81. ſup. p. 362. 
op. 7. P. 109. . P. 157. P. 111. 
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before, ſine d ulld Conſecratione, leaving out Epi/- 
copali. | 
The Omiſſion of this Word in the Latin Text 
of Sanders, he expects e that his Readers ſhould 
believe he was not aware of; and chaſtiſes his 
learned Adverſary very ſeverely, for making ſo 
much of a mere Trifle, and reflecting upon it as an 
Inſtance of Unfaithfulneſs. I muſt own myſelf to 
be obliged to anſwer this Charge, having been ſo 
unhappy as, in the Entrance upon this Diſcourſe, 
to think I had Reaſon to take notice of Le Quien's 
miſ-tranſlating Sanders, and leaving out what he 
thought fit both in his own Verſion and the Au- 
thor's Text; which I was ſo forward as to look 
upon to be done not thro* Inadvertency, but with 
a Delign to ſerve a Cauſe. To the Reaſons that 
I give there, I need add no more but this Obſer- 
vation, That the Father produces Sanders's Teſti- 
mony, in his former Treatiſe, s after Bonner's, 
Stapleton's and Harding's, who had been taught by 
Le Quien to ſay, that our Biſhops had 0 Ordina- 
tion, no Impoſition of Hands, nothing of any ſuch 
Solemnity or Ceremony, neither Parker nor any 
other of our Biſhops having any Hands laid upon 
them before the Convocation, Ann. 1562. Could 
he then, when he came to Sanders, allow him to 
expreſs himſelf in a Language ſo very different, 
as inſtead of No Ordination at all, to ſay only No 
Epiſcopal, or No Lawful Ordination? when his 
Interpreter was to declare in the Concluſion of his 
Allegation from him b, „ That Bonner, Staple- 
* ton, Harding, and Sanders himſelf, poſitively 
« affirm with one Voice, that our Reformed Pre- 
* lates were inveſted in their Sees, only by ver- 
« tue of the Queen's Letters Patents, without 
having ever received any Ordination whatſoever, 
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« withour obſerving that Form which was in uſe 
« in King Edward's time? 

But Le Quien would aſk me, as he does F. Z. 
Courayer i, Could I have ſuch a Thought ? Is it puf. 
fible that to make this Place in Sanders ſerve his 
Cauſe, be could omit a Word of fo great Importance 
for the better Defence of that Cauſe? If we aſk what 
Cauſe, he will ſay that which he maintains k in 40, 
that he bas ſaid and proved, juſqu ici, (that is, to 
the Place where he is now ſpeaking) That Staple. 
ton and Sanders atteſt equally that our Superintendents 
never received Ordination from the Hands of any 
Biſhop. But is this the Cauſe that he maintains 
not only in this, but all along in his former Trea- 
tiſe? In This it appears to be his Buſineſs ; but in 


the Treatiſe of the other former French Writer of 


the Nullity of the Engliſh Ordinations, I have fully 
Mewed that he has another Buſineſs and Deſign, 
to make us believe that he was proving that our 


Biſhops had no Impoſition of Hands .at all; tho? 


all his Proofs amounted to no more than that 
they had no Epiſcopal Impoſition of Hands. By 
this, as I intimated l, he ſeemed to have led the 
Author of the Remarks into a Miſtake, as if no 
Impoſition of Epiſcopal Hands, were the ſame as 
no Impoſition of Hands at all; not only no valid 
Ordination, but none at all, that is, (as the Re- 
marker ſays) none from any Biſhop; and made him 
look upon it as a Diſproof of the Fadt of the Or- 
dinations, and of the Truth of the Lambeth Re- 
giſter, that Stapleton denies that our Prelates were 
conſecrated by true Biſhops. This, in that Writer, 
I reflected upon, as a Proof of his being * igno- 
rant of the very Point of Diſpute that lay before 
him; that he knew ſo little of it as to take the 
Queſtion of Fast to be, nor Whether our Biſhops 
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were ordained by the Perſons named in the Regiſ- 
ter for their Conſecrators; but Whether they 
were ordained by true Biſhops. 

And muſt it not be very ſurprizing to find now, His fal. 
in Le Quien's Second Treatiſe, that this very Al- /ing into 
teration of the State of the Queſtion is the Foun- = /ame 
dation of his Arguments from Stapleton, Harding, — 
and Sanders, againft the Fa# of our Ordinations? Remarker 
Stapleton, he ſays, u abſolutely ruins the Authority of of the 
our Regiſter. If he does, it muſt be by proving 7%" is 
that Parker and the reſt of our Biſhops were not — 
ordained as the Regiſter relates. And how does 
Stapleton prove that? Le Quien anſwers, from this 
Defect, their not having the Impoſition of Hands of 
any Biſhop. So again, when he ſpeaks of San- 
ders's denying that our Biſhops had Epiſcopal Con- 
ſecration, he ſays o, (and reflects upon his Learned 
Adverſary for not obſerving it) that this is contra- 
dictory to the Romance of the Lambeth Conſocration. 

The Father thinks himſelf to be ſo very clear in 
the Matter, that we mult not take it to proceed 
from bare Confidence, that he calls it a Romance: 
but if what Sanders ſays of our Biſhops not hav- 
ing Epiſcopal Ordination is contradictory to it, then 
if that which he ſays be true, the Account of the 
Lambeth Confecration muſt be falſe. This we ſee 
gives us plainly to underſtand, that Le Quien's 
preſent State of the Queſtion 1s the ſame with that 
which we had in the Remarter, Whether our 
Biſhops were ordained by true Biſhops, * Whether 
they had, that which Sanders and Stapleton denies 
they had, Epiſcopal Conſecration. 

Le Quien's firſt State of the Point of Diſpute, 
which he takes upon him to ſhew was maintained 
by their Doctors, Stapleton, &c. was, P That our 
firſt Biſhops were not ordained in any manner what- 
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ſoever. Is this the ſame Point of Diſpute with 
that which he gives us now, That they were nor 
ordained by true Biſhops ? If it be, it muſt neceſ. 
farily follow, that there can be no Ordination or 
Impoſition of Hands whatſoever, but Epiſcopal Or. 


dination or Impoſition of Hands: The contrary 


to which we are aſſured of from common Senſe, as 
well as from Stapleton's Conceſſion d, that there 
may be Impoſition of Hands, not from Biſhops 
only, but from Perſons that are no more than 
Laicks or Presbyters; and from Harding's r Confeſ- 


ſion in the Caſe of IJchyras, and the Confeſſions of 


them both in regard to the Miſſion of the Clergy 
in ours and other Proteſtant Churches. So it a 


pears how little the State of the Point in Diſpute, 


as we have it now from the ſame Author, agrees 
with that which he had laid down before in his 
former Treatiſe. 

He tells us there beſides, that the Queſtion 
f wwas not about the Validity or Invalidity of the Or- 
dinations which our Biſhops had received. But I aſk, 
was the Queſtion then as he makes it now, Whe- 
ther they had received Ordination from true Bi- 
ſhops ? It it was, is there any thing elſe that can 
be pretended to make an Ordination * valid or in- 
valid, in regard to the Perſons ordaining, but their 
being or not being the Proper Miniſters of Ordi- 


nation, that is, Tue Biſhops? If this is the true 


Ground of the Validity or Invalidity of Ordina- 
tions, then the Queſtion, Whether they were or- 
dained by rue Biſhops, muſt be the fame as, 
Whether they were validly ordained. So Le 
Quien is at laſt forced to come to an Agreement 
with his learned Adverſary, and Biſhop Bramball 


and the Engliſb Proteſtant Writers: And what he 
rejected —— as a mere » Pretence and Evaſion of 
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theirs, let him now himſelf evade if he can, and 
ſhew that he does not plainly acknowledge it to 
be the true State of the Queſtion. 255 | 

It may be pretended, that their Writers de- 
nying that Parker, &c. had true Biſhops for their 
Conſecrators, is a Denial and Diſproof of the 
Truth of the Regiſter, becauſe that gives the 
Conſecrators the Title of Biſhops : It may likewiſe 
be pretended, that it implies a Denial of King 
Edward's Form being uſed in their Conſecration, 
becauſe that Form preſcribes the Office to he per- 
formed by Biſhops. The firſt Pretence is » Le 
Quien 's, the other the * Remarker's, and a full 
Anſwer has been given to both, which I need 
not give my ſelf the Trouble of repeating in this 
Place. 

If Le Quien could have proved in his former 
Treatiſe, by his Allegations from Harding and 
Stapleton, Ec. that they declare that our firſt Bi- 
ſhops had no Impoſition of Hands at all, no Uſe 
of that Ceremony; or if he could have proved ſo 
much as that theſe Writers ſay they had not 
Hands laid upon them by the Perſons who are re- 
lated in the Regiſter to be their Conſecrators ; he 
might then, with very good Grounds, have in- 
ferred that they contradict the Lambeth Regiſter z 
and, if their Teſtimony is to be credited, ruin ab- 
folutely the Authority of the Acts of Conſecration 
that ſtand there upon Record. But it has been 
fully ſhewed + that the Father, in the Diſpute, 


puts a Fallacy upon us, and proves no more, than 


that our Prelates had not the Impoſition of Hands 
of true Biſhops. For this we have now his own 
Confeſſion, in the York that lies before us, where 
he draws no other Concluſion from the ſame Al- 
legations: And what Way then has he left to ſhew 
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that theſe Writers deſtroy the Authority of our 
Regiſter ? The ſame that I have expoſed as ſo 
weak and irrational, in the Author of the Re. 
marks; that is, to make no Impoſition of Bi- 
ſhops Hands, and no * of Hands at all; 


no valid Ordination, and none at all, to be the 
ſame thing. Muſt he not then by this way of 
Reaſoning, make“ Athanaſins's denying that I 
chyras had true Ordination to the Prieſthood from 
Colluthus's Hands, to be the ſame with his denying 
that Collathus laid his Hands upon him? And 
Harding's < denying that he was truly ordained 
Deacon in King Edward's time, to be a Denial that 
any Perſon, that took upon him to give Holy 
Orders in that King's Reign, laid his Hands up- 
on him to ordain him Deacon? *T's juſt the ſame 
Reaſoning, as to argue from Stapleton's and Hard- 
ing's Denial that Parker, &c. had any true Biſhops 
for their Conſecrators, as if it were a Denial that 
Parker had Bariow, and the reſt named in the Re- 
giſter, for his Conſecrators, and that Jewell and 
Horne had Parker for their Conſecrator, and the 


others who the Regiſter aſſures us aſſiſted Parker 
in the Ceremony. | 


LeQuien's In his firſt Citation from Stapleton's Fortreſs of | 


| New Ar- Faith, the Fatber diſcovers one Expreſſion, 4 very 
 gument remarkable, as he tells us, which had eſcaped him 
— ohm in bis former Treatiſe. The Words in the original 
in 775 For- Engliſb are, That our firſt Biſhops © had not come 
treſs of in by the Door, but ſtolen in like Thieves, without all 
Faith. Spiritual Authority or Government. It is for Lt 
Quien's Convenience to take the Paſſage rather as 
he finds it in the Tranſlator, Ut fures clanculum 
aliund> ſubintrdrunt; which he renders, that as 
Thieves they ſlipt in another May ſecretly (en cachete) 


into the Sheepfold. And this Word (en cachete) ſe- 
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Ch. XI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


cretly, he inſiſts upon as directiy oppoſite to the pre. 
tended Solemnity 7 Parker's Conſecration; and ac- 
cordingly lays it f very often before the Reader, 
to convince him that the Arch-Biſhop was never 
conſecrated in that publick ſolemn Manner. I 
muſt confeſs it eſcaped me, to dream that this Ex- 
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preſſion could be made ule of to ſo great Purpoſe; 


and I take it for a ſign that the Father's Reaſon- 
ing runs low, when he ſubmits to trouble his 


Readers with ſuch (minuſies) Grammatical Trifles, 
and ſets them forth as very remarkable, and nothing 
leſs than Demonſtration. Ir is juſt ſuch a Proof 
as that which he brought from the Presbyterian 
Author of the 8 Demonſtration of Diſcipline, that 
our Ordinations were made in a Corner, (en cachete 
& dans un coin, as he renders the Word) with 
which Expreſſion he was ſo tranſported, as to de- 
clare it to be deciſive againſt the Relation of the 
Lambeth Regiſter, and ſuch as he could not ſee 
any Reply that could be made to it. He has had 
time to have his Eyes opened by the Learned 
F. Le Courayer, and to fee it is far from being ſo 
deciſive and unanſwerable ; and fo, in this Treatiſe, 
he is willing h to give it up, and to lay the Blame 
of his own Forwardneſs upon his Leader Fitz-Simon 
but then he expects his Readers ſhould take the 
Expreſſion in i Stapleton for an Equivalent, and 
look upon that, inſtead of the other, to be an 
unanſwerable and deciſive Proof againſt the Rela- 
tion of Parker's Conſecration in the Lambeth Re- 
giſter. But I may aſk, Does not Stapleton, in 
another k Part of his Works cited above, declare 
of the Proteſtant Miniſters in general, and of our 
Biſhops in particular, that all of them are Thieves 
and Robbers, according to the Words of our Bleſſed 
Saviour, John x. becauſe they came not in by the 


P. 45, 53, 72, 73, 123, 146: E T. 1. p. 202, 203- 
P. 72, 73. ; + Ibid, * Sup. P. 281. x, 
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Door of Epiſcopal Ordination? And if he give 
our Prelates, in this reſpe&, the Name of Rob- 
bers, as well as Thieves, is not there as good Rez. 
ſon to underſtand him that, as Robbers, they 


broke into the Fold openly and in publick, as that, 


as Thieves, they ſlipt in privately and in ſecret? 
But it is not worth the while to make this Trifle 
the Subject of Diſpute, but rather to leave the 
Father to enjoy the Satisfaction of having at laſt 
publiſhed to the World this remarkable Diſcovery, 
which had unhappily eſcaped him in his former 
| Treatiſe. He makes the like Uſe of another Ex- 
preſſion in the Preface to the Counterblaſt, | Novo 
& inaudito more & ritu ordinatos ; which he is 
pleaſed to underſtand of an eſſential Defect in this 
unheard of kind of Ordination. But I need only 
refer the Reader to the Engli/h Words before ® cited, 
and the natural Senſe of them. 
His pre- In one of his n Citations from the Preface to 
tending the Counterblaſt, it was very eaſy for Le Quien 


from tbe 


to think there might be a Miſtake (either of 
—_— the Author or the Printer) in the Year of 
terblaſt, King Henry the VIts Reign, wherein the 
that there Statute, about the Method of electing and con- 
of Par 4 ſecrating our Biſhops, was made in Parliament, 


ment, 28 Which is there ſet down as his twenty eighth Tear. 


H. 8. of The Father, in his firſt Treatiſe, cites a great Part 


the mak. of that Statute o as made in the twenty fifth Year 
— = of his Reign, and in this Treatiſe p owns it was 


+ ts be the Statute of that Year which Queen Elizabeth 


found now revived. Yet here he thinks it for his Turn to 


in the Sta- lead the Reader into a Belief 4 that there was really 
tute-Book. ſuch an Act paſſed, Ann. 28 Hen. VIII. and tells 
him, no ſuch Act is no) to be found; and then 
puts the Queſtion, Whether thoſe who were not 
willing to obey it, did not put it out of the way ; that 
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Ch. XI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


is, expunge it out of the Statute- Book? Here we 
have a pregnant Inſtance of the Father's Acute- 
neſs and. Sagacity, as well as of his Charity for 
thoſe whom he calls Hereticks. The like we 
have again, where he is ſpeaking of Bonner's 
Caſe, and ſays that the * Records of the Proceſs 
between him and Horne, are not to be found; 
and the Reaſon he is pleaſed to give for it is, 
That they who were Maſters of them did not think 


fit to tranſmit them to Poſterity. The Reader is 


left to make that charitable Inference himſelf, 
that they were not willing to publiſh their own 


Diſgrace. 


Wa. 1 


Stapleton, in the ſame Preface, expreſly affirms, His Inter. 
as has been ſheweds, that our Biſhops were or- pretation 
dained by King Edward's Form. Le Quien, on J Staple- 
the contrary, pretends to prove from his Words — 
in the firſt Chapter t, that he denies the firſt Set of the very 
them to have been conſecrated by that Form. Statutes. 


And I have ſhewed that by this he makes him 
guilty of a double v Self- contradiction, and may 
refer the Reader to the Proofs I have made of it. 
Here ] ſhall only compare Le Quien's preſent Senſe 
with that which he had in his former Treatiſe. 
Htapleton's Words are, Quis neſcit te tuoſque 
*© Collegas non dico aliter quam requirunt Ca- 
e nones, ſed nec ſecundum præſcriptum Statuto- 
« rum veſtrorum ordinatos eſſe ?** The Paſſage 
in Engliſh ] have ſet down under the Latin, where 
for nec ſecundum præſcriptum Statutorum veſtrorum, 
it is in the Original, not according to the Preſeript 
of the very Statutes. The Interpretation that Le 
Quien gave us in his firſt Treatiſe is, that * they 
did not receive the Ordination which was autbo- 
71zed by the Laws of the Realm. In this Treatiſe, 


P. 148, 149. Sup. p. 301, 302. * Sup. p. 304. 
Sup. p. 305, & ſeq. Sup. p. 304. 
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after reciting the Paſſage in Latin, Quis ne. 
ſeit, Ec. he ſays expreſly, the * Author doe 
not ſay according to the Manner preſcribed by the 
Laws of the Realm, (which he ſays might give 
us a Pretence to ſhuffle) but according io what 
their Statutes require, We have ſeen enough in 
this Treatiſe already, to ſhew that the Father is 


ready upon Occaſion to retraf what he had faid 


before; and here we ſee the fame again, that he 
could firſt give this Senſe of the Words, that they 
were not ordained according to the Laws of the Realm, 
and can now deny that ng have that Senſe, that 
they were not ordained according to the Laws of the 
Realm. But what Statutes then does he under- 
ſtand the Author to mean by veſtrorum Statutorum, 


or the very Statutes? He tells us prefently, with 


nothing to oblige us to believe him but his own 


Confidence, that * the Words cannot be underſtood = 


but of the (Statute in the) thirty fixth Article of the 
Doctrine of the Church of England, which preſcribes 
the Uſe of King Edward's Ordinal, and was confirm- 
ed by them in the Convocation Ann. 1562. 

Muſt we not now ſee a Neceſſity to reform our 
Law-Dittionaries, at leaſt under the Word Statute; 
that it may be known what new Acceptation the 
Word is to have from this time, upon the Authority 
of a Critick in our Language; that now, whatever 
elſe it ſignifies in our Law, it muſt ſometimes be 
taken for an Article of the Doctrine of our Church, 


ſet forth in Convocation ? And is it not a new Diſ- 


covery in our Conſtitution, that a Convocation 
has Authority to make a Statute, and that it ap- 
pears clearly in Stapleton, that what he calls a very 
Statute, is no more than an Article of Convocation? 
I thought once I might offer a Conjecture, that 


Le Quien might take this Way of reconciling one 
of the Contradictions which he had led his Au- 


F. 57. * Ibid, 


thor 


Ch. XI. -. thoroughly examined and confuted. 
thor into, of making King Zdward's Statute both 
revived, and not revived: viz. by ſaying, b That 


King Edward*s Statute for theOrdinal was not revived 
in the Queen's firſk Parliament, An. 1559. but That 


it was revived afterwards in her firſt Convocation, 
Ann. 1562. Andit muſt be ſome Satisfaction to fee 
that the Father himſelf is pleaſed to ſhew thar, in 
what I then modeſtly offered, I was not miſtake, 
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What I have farther to lay before the Reader, His Inter. 
are ſome more ſuch Improvements in the Engliſh pretation 


Language, or Diſcoveries in our Hiſtory, Hard- ing 
Woras, 


ing, after he had ſpoken of Parker's © not having 


Three Biſhops in the Realm to lay Hands upon him, Ancient 
ſoon tells Jewell, There were Ancient Biſhops enough Biſhops. 


in England, who either were not required or refuſed 
to conſecrate you. Harding meant nothing by An- 
cient Biſhops, but the ſurviving Popiſn Prelates; but 
Le Quien underſtood Engh/h better, and tells us 
he means Biſhops of the 4 Ancient Ordination, ſuch 
as received their Conſecration by the Pontifical, in 
King Henry VIII. or Queen Mary's time. The 
Uſe he makes of this Criticiſm manifeſts the De- 
ſign of it, which is to make his Readers believe, 
that there were no Proteſtant Biſhops in being, or 
in the Realm, who had been conſecrated in King 
Henry's Reign, at the time when Parker and his 
Brethren were to be conſecrated. Harding, he 
lays, knew very well that there was no Biſhop to be 
found of the Ancient Ordination, «who would be 
Parker”s Conſecrator z and then aſks, with an Air 
of Triumph, Where therefore were William Bar- 


low, John or Richard of Bedford, and John of 


Thetford, whom we have the Confidence to give them 
for Biſhops conſecrated according to the Old Form, 
and named by the Queen to conſecrate our Metropo- 
litan Parker? No doubt our firſt Metropolitan, 


Sup. p. 316. * Sup. p. 440. P. 8g, * Ibid. | 
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and the Whole Succeſſion from him, muſt fall 


down, and can never ſtand before this Argument! 
Tf there were no ſuch Men as Barlow, and the 


two Suffragans of Bedford and Thetford, to be put 


in Commiſſion by the Queen's Mandate to con- 
firm and conſecrate Parker, if this be plainly 
proved here from Harding's Words; never let us 
contend any farther for the Truth of our Regiſter, 
or of the Fact of the Lambeth Ordinations! 

The other Diſcoveries relate to the Caſe between 
Bonner and Horne, where firſt, we find he perſiſts 
in declaring that the Caſe by Law belonged to the 
Cognizance of a f Middleſex Jury, but was taken 
away from them, contrary to the Stat. 5 Eliz. and 
committed to a Jury of Surrey. He drops now 
its being done at Horne's Demand, and not Bon- 
ner's, for which before 8 he vouched the Autho- 


rity of Dyer's Reports: However, what he ſays 


now he tells us is warranted by the very Text of 
Dyer, and h ſets down moſt of it agreeably to 
my Tranſlation i, as far as to Men of the County 
of Surrey; where he is now willing to drop his 
Hamlet k Vicanet in Southwark, in the Dioceſs of 
Mincheſten; and that would be no great matter, 
if he had not after it ſuppreſſed the Reaſon that is 
immediately given in the Report! for the Court's 
ordering the Trial to be by a Jury of Surrey, and 
not of Middleſex; becauſe no Mention is made in 
the Statute (5 Eliz.) of the Trial, but only of the In- 
dittment, aud the Indiftment is warranted to be in 
the County where the King's Bench is ſitting. If the 
Statute mentioned only the Indiftment, and that 
was laid before, and found by, a Jury of Middle. 
ſex, that being the County wherein the King's 
Bench was fitting ; this was legal according to the 
Statute, and it would have been illegal to commit 


F. 345, 150. 1 Sup. p. 218, 219. C P. 150, 151. 
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Ch. XI. © thoroughly examined and confuted, 


the Bill of Indictment to a Jury of another Coun- 
; but the Statute not mentioning the T7441, that 
by Law was to be by a Jury of Surrey, Surrey being 
the County and "Neighbourhood where the Fa 
was committed. Here he may ſee at laſt, that the 
Cauſe muſt have paſſed under the Cognizance of 
two Juries; the Jury of Middleſex, to find or re- 


ject the Bill of Indictment; and the Jury of Sur- 


rey, to try the Iſſue, and either to acquit or con- 
vict Bonner of a Premunire for refuſing the Oath. 


This was ſhewed him clearly and fully by his 


Learned v Adverſary ; but he was not inclined to 
receive Correction or Inſtruction from the Hand 
of one, that could ſubmit to have his Information, 
from ſome Engliſb Heretick, perhaps, of the Long 
Robe. . 8 

He tells us next, that then Jury was ready to 
declare (he means bring in their Verdict) agen the 
Fact of Horne's Conſecration, but were ſtopt; that 
is, not ſuffered to proceed. For this, in his firſt 
Treatiſe, he cites o Heyl/in, 4 who, he tells us, ve- 
« ry ingenuouſly declares that they were going 
« to give Judgment upon the Proceſs, when the 
« Cognizance of it was taken away from the 
« Middleſex Jury, and committed to that of Sur- 
« rey.” F. Le Courayer p had ſaid enough to ob- 
lige him to take the firſt Opportunity to acquaint 
his Readers in what Page of Heylin to find the 
Words which he cites. He ſeems, in this laſt 
Work, to come prepared to ſatisfy our Expecta- 
tion, by his citing Heylin again, and telling us 
that 4 by his Confeſſion there was Delay upon Delay, 
from Term to Term. Heylin does ſay, * the Cauſe 
was put off from Term to Term; but where does he 
ſay what follows immediately here in Le Quien, 


n Defence. B. 3. c. 4. p. 341. fr. p. 119. P. 145, 151. 

T. 1. p. 251, 252. Defence, ibid. p. 342. fr. p. 120. 

in. Tranſcript from his Hiſt, of Reform, in Le 
Courayer's Defence, p. 345. 
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That the very Fury of Surrey were ſtopt from pro- 
ceeding in their Fomiry ? The Page where he * 
the Cauſe was put off from Term to Term, the Fa- 
ther could have told us with Eaſe ; but we loſe 
that Favour, for no other Reaſon, as muſt be con- 
ceived, but that the Page wherein he ſays the Jury 
was ſtopt could not be found, and he was aſhamed 
to produce the one without the other. 
The Father does as good as impeach thoſe that 
were the 1 Maſters of our Publick Adds at that time, 
of no good Deſign in not taking care 10 !ranſmit 
them to Poſterity: But ſays there is Proof enough 
for his Purpoſe from thoſe few Monuments that are 
left us. Has there then been any ſuch Monument 
tranſmitted to him, whereby Poſſerity may be in- 
formed of the Proceedings in this Cauſe, after 
Mich. Term, 6 and 7 Eliz. when the Reports tell 
us the Cauſe was ordered to be tried by a Jury of 
Surrey? Does it appear, That Bonner and Horne 
joined Iſſue? That there was a Surrey Jury im- 
e to try the Iſſue, and a Day ſet for the 
rial? That there was one or more Hearings 
wherein the Counſel on both Sides argued before 
the Jury and the Judges? That the . 
yere come ſo far that the Judges were upon the 
Point of giving Directions to the Jury, or the 
Jury ſo fully inſtructed as to be juſt going, if 
they had not been prevented, to bring in their 


Verdict? If there are any ſuch Monuments, L- 


Quien is the only Perſon who has the keeping of 
them. The Author of Eraſtus ſen. tells us that 
e [ſue was not joined by Horne's Default, and that 
the Cauſe never came to a Hearing, but was only en- 
tered, if this be true, he muſt have been in perfect 
Ignorance that there was a Jury juſt ready to declare 
upon the Fat. He complains indeed that Sentence 
was delayed for near tus Years and a half; and 
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Ch. XI. thoroughly examined arid confuted. 


this may look as if the Matter were for ſo long time 


ripe for Sentence; but is not this a plain Contra- 
diction to what he ſays of its never coming to an 
Hearing after it was entered, or ſo far as that both 
Parties joined Je? ttt 
Heylin in the next Words after he ſays the Cauſe 
was put off from Term to Term, lays, it came at laſt 
to be debated among ft the Judges at Serjeants Jun. 
Here Le Quien ſhews-in what Diſpoſition he is to 
act the Part of a fair Adverſary: He' recites 
F. Le Conrayer's Tranſlation of this —_— in 
Heylin, and the Words are, (as he recites them) 
La Caufe aiant etd diferee de terms en terme; Vint en- 
fin à ttre debatus au College des Avocats. Upon this 
he charges him with the Omiſſion of rendring 
the Words, By whom the Cauſe was finally put upon 
the Iſſue, and with tranſlating his Author as if he 
ſaid, TheCanſe was debated among the Serjeants, and 


they agreed io commit the Trial to a 22 of Surtey ; 
1 


whereas it ought to have been the Judges, and not 
the Serjeants. But pray whoſe is the faulty Omiſſion 
here, F. Le Courayer's, or Le Quien's? The For- 
mer's Words, as it plainly appears, are, * vint 
enfin 2 btre debatus entre Les Juges au College des 
Avocats, of which Le Quien's Recital leaves out, 
as appears above, entre Les Fuges, and ſo in him 
it ſtands as if it were debated and reſolved by the 
Serjeants themſelves in that Ius. Let Le Quien, 
if he pleaſes, give the World and his Adverſa 
an Account * his own ſhewing ſo little Exa##neſs 
in this Recital, inſtead of charging him with a 
Want of Exactneſi in his Tranſlation. © 

He is as juſt to him in laying to his Charge, 
that he cites the MS. in the Cotton Library from 
Mr. Strype, but * takes care to conceal that which is 


* 


ſaid expreſly in the MS. That Bonner attacked 
Parker's Epiſcopacy at the ſame time as he did Horne's, 
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ainſt Par- by another Argument, which is, he ſays, ſup. 


preſſed by F. Le Courayer, and all Bonner's An- 
ſwer pretended to be, That Horne was made Bi- 


ſhop according ta the Book of King Edward, not yet 


re-eſtabliſhed by Parliament. The Defence indeed 
does ſay, upon the Authority of this MS. that this 
was the Cauſe of Bonner's Cavil, and nothing elſo: 
But does the MS. ſay alſo that ſomething 27 

ſides was the Cauſe? Yes, in the next Words, af. 
ter it is ſaid, the Cauſe, and nothing elſe, was, that 


Book's not being authorized by Parliament, it fol- 


lows, Another Gbjection was againſt the Conſecration 
of Parker, by whom the reſt were afterwards conſe- 


crated and inveſted, &c. But is the Reading in the 


MS. Another Objeltion, of Bonner and bis Counſel, 
was againſt the Conſecration of Parker, &c. or on- 
ly * Another Objettion was againſt, &c.? If it be 
only the latter, what Authority has Le Quien to 
add in the Reading, of Bonner, or of Bonner's 
Counſel, when all the Objection that they made, 
and zothing elſe, was that only relating to the Or- 
dinal, which the Author of the MS. had told us 
before? Might there not be another Objection 
which he might ſay there was againſt Parker's Or- 
dination, and yet not mean that it was brought 
by Bonner or his Counſel? Tf there might, this 
muſt appear to be a plain Inſtance of Le Quien's 
bold and unwarrantable Forwardneſs, to make the 
Author of the MS. contradict himſelf, to ſerve his 
Turn, and ſay that the Cauſe of Bonner's Cavil 
was nothing elſe, and yet was ſomething elſe, beſides 
the non-Re-eſtabliſhment of King Edward's Ordi- 
nal. He may think me too modeſt and ſcrupu- 
lous that I have not the Confidence to go his 
Lengths ; but I muſt own I ſhould have been glad 
if the MS. would have given me Authority to 
make uſe of this Objection as really intended to 
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Ch. XI. thoroughly examined and confuted. ay 1 


be urged by Bonner's Counſel, becauſe their urg- 

ing it muſt imply that they and their Client be- 

lieved and acknowledged- that Parker had Impo- 

fition of Hands from Barlow, Scory, Coverdale 

and Hodgskins ; and therefore — conceived 

to deny that Parker had thoſe four Conſecrators; 

or to affirm that he had none but Scary, at the 

Tavern. The Objection is, That theſe four had 

been deprived by Queen Mary, and were not re- 

ſtored yet by Queen Elizabeth ; conſequently, 

they were at that time no Legal Biſhops, and 

therefore Parker had not one Legal Biſhop at his 

Conſecration. 2 SINCE» | 
But is this, as the MS. y ſhews, all that the Ob- rw Aren 

jection comes to, * That Parker was conſecrated Service 

« by Barlow, Scory, Coverdale and Hodgskins ; t 4r- 

but that neither all, or ſo much as one of theſe ,L 

% four were Biſhops by Law, being not yet re- Quien 

« ſtored to their Biſhopricks and Juriſdiction of Cafe. 

* which they had been deprived by Queen Mary? 

If the Objection comes to no more, is it not plain 

that Le Quien had very good Reaſon to call in 

queſtion his Adverſary's good Faith, in citing the 

MS. ſo imperfectly, _ leaving out this Other 

formidable Argument of Bonner and his Counſel 

againſt the Cauſe which he had taken upon him to 

defend? The learned and impartial Author of the 

Defence is beſt able to give a Reaſon why he did 

not produce this as Another Argument of Bonner 

and his Counſel ; but to me it ſeems, that if he 

had, inſtead of being faithful to the Author he 

cites, he would have been unjuſt to him, in mak- 

ing him ſay firſt, that the non-Re-eſtabliſhment of 

King Edward's Ordinal was the only Argument 

upon which Bonner cavilled againſt Horne's Conſe- 

cration, and xo other; and then making him ſay 

preſently, that there was beſides another Argument, 


7 Sup. ibid. 
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upon \ which: he grounded his Cavil. But how 
was it for his Intereſt to diſſemble and conceal this 
Other Argument ? Does it ſo far prejudice his and 
our Cauſe, as to prove that Parker had not in fa 
Impoſition of Hands from Barlow, Scory, Cover- 
dale and Hodgskins, which is the Point that L- 
. maintains throughout his whole firſt Trea- 

e? No, it ſuppoſes the quite contrary, that 
theſe four were actually ' Parker's Conſecratot 
Does it prove then theſe four had not themſelves 


truly and validly the Epiſcopal Order? No, nor 


that neither ; except their being deprived of their 
Sees b __ n Mary took away their very Orders, 
as well as their Biſhopricks and Legal Juriſdiction 


What does this Argument prove then? That be- 


ing not poſſeſſed of any Biſhopricks, nor having 
any Legal Juriſdiction, their Act (as the Author 
of Eraftus 10 argues thro* the Second Part of his 
Book) in laying Hands upon Parker, was in Law 
void — of none _ Ted could not give the 
Arch-Biſhop any EE except 
Queen Elizabeth tha -. them by Act of Par- 
— which as yet ſhe had ant done, but 
made uſe of her Royal Authority to ſuppl 

— Defects in their Perſons, by adding a Clauſe 
to her Commiſſion for that Purpoſe. 

But Le Quien tells us the Argument proves a 
great deal more: So much, that it alarmed the 


Whole Body of the Engliſh Clergy, and convinced 


them that they had thy any Arc "Biſhop nor Biſhop 
at their Head, having none that had received Epiſ- 
copal Ordination ; ; and that this obliged them 2 7s 
find out the Expedient, to pretend that the Cauſe was 
too great Importance to be decided in any Court 
that of the Parliament, where they were ſure 
that it would he decreed in their Favour. How does 
he prove that this Argument had ſuch an Effect? He 


2. 137. Z Ibid. 


fays 


JJ! ee a 


Ch. XI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 


ſays It confirmed all that (he had ſhewed) Stapleton 
declares of the Ordination of our Biſhops. Does 


then all that Stapleton declares amount to no more, 


than that Parter's Conſecrators (as it is in the MS.) 
had been deprived by Queen Mary, and not yet 
reſtored, and conſequently were by Law no Engliſh 
Biſhops? Or is their not being Biſhops by Law 
the ſame as their not having at-all the Epiſcopal 
Order according to Chriſt's Inſtitution, and con- 
ſequently their being uncapable to give Parker E- 
piſcopal Conſecration? So that he and his Brethren 


(as Le Quien ſays here) * ſacrilegiouſly uſurped and 


| took upon them the Epiſcopal Fundtion without Conſe- 
cration, without the Impoſition of Hands of any Bi- 
ſhop? Upon this Account the MS. he ſays, is a new 
Teſtimony againſt their having the Epiſcopal Order, 
as the Author of the Defence was himſelf, he ſays. 
very ſenſible. I muſt rather ſay, that the Reader 
cannot but be ſenſible, that Le Quier's Confidence 


in citing this MS. as for his Purpoſe, and charging 


his Adverſary with Unfaichfulneſs in not making 
the like Uſe of it, turns to the quite contrary Ac- 
count, and does, inſtead of ſerving his Cauſe, or 
expoſing his Adverſary, only make the Father 
himſelf ſtill appear the more ridiculous. 
have before conſidered this Objection b, ay 
common among the Popiſh Party at that time, 
and probably meant by Bonner himſelf in the Heads 
of his Defence, tho? not intended to be pleaded, 
if the Cauſe had come to an.Hearing, by his 
Counſel, but only the Other, of the non-Re-eſta- 
bliſhmentof King Edward's Form. But as Le Quien 
makes it now their principal Argument, it proves 
againſt him, with the greater Advantage, that both 


the reſt of the Party, and Bonner himſelf, diſ- 


claimed their having any Knowledge of the Ordi- 
nation at the Tavern, and confeſſed their Belief 


* P. 188. » Sup. p. 204, & ſeq. . 
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of Parker's being conſecrated by thoſe very Per- 
ſons whom the Regiſter relates to have been his 
Conſecrators. | 5 


The Reader has likewiſe ſeen before e a ſuffici- 
*# ent Anſwer to that which Le Quien repeats here 4 ; 
148 again from Stapleton, relating to Bonner's Caſe. | 


Nothing therefore now remains, but to ſhew 

what at laſt is come to be the Iſſue of the Diſpute Kh 

Tf about the Fact of the Ordination of our Firſt 
[ts Biſhops, after the Pains Le Quien has taken in 


od” — the Argument in both his Treatiſes. 
EE e began with the Relation of the Tavern-Story, 


and at firſt ſet it forth with that Advantage, as 

to tell us it was © perfectly authorized by the Teſti- 

mony of ths Puritans, in the Demonſtration of their 

. Diſcipline, That our Ordinations were made in a 

Corner. If it appeared to have ſo much Au- 
—_— . thority from the Teſtimony of the Puritans, 
A how much more muſt we think it had from 
the Teſtimonies of the Catbolicts? But after 

this, and ſome ſuch Arguments, the Father 

finds it convenient to own f, that they do not 

E. come up to a perfect Demonſtration, and that he 
$ will not engage himſelf to defend the Story abſolutely 
j as certain and undoubied. This was to leave a Way 
open for him to come off in due time, and to 
prepare us to expect that he might, as he does 
now in this Treatiſe s, give the Story up for a Fa- 
ble and Romance. And it were no matter for him 
; to give it that Name, if the only Author of it 
== were the Poet Ward, in his Canto of the Refor- 
5 mation; but what muſt we think of the other Per- 
ſons, who have ſet their Names to the Hiſtory, Per- 

ſons who made ſo great a Figure in their Church, a 

Gentleman h of Quality, Parts and Judgment, a 


8 Sup. p. 321, & ſeq. 4 P. 145, &c. „ 202. 
7 Ibid, p. 211. 5 Part 1. p. 180. » Sup. p. 7, 65. 


Profeſſor 


Ch. XI. thoraughly examined and confuted. 


i Profeſſor at Rheims, a k Doctor of the Sorbonne, 
and Three! Fathers of the celebrated Ignatian Or- 
der? Does the Father now give us up theſe Hiſ- 
torians as the Inventors or Publiſhers of a Ro- 
mance? And pray what ſort of Romance is it? An 
innocent Fiction for the Entertainment and Diver- 
fion of their Readers, or a wicked and ſcandalous 
Forgery, and a deteſtable and helliſh Calumny, 
deſigned (by a falſe and abſurd Report of a Fact 
that never was or could be, in the Manner as 
themſelves report it) to make the Names and Me- 
mory of our Firſt Biſhops be reflected upon with 
the utmoſt Abhorrence, and the Orders which we 
derive from them rejected by the Chriſtian World 
with the greateſt Indignation and Contempt? 
The Father, after an Attempt to ſatisfy us, that 
there is next to a Demonſtration of the Truth of 
this vile Impoſture, thinks it a very great Conde- 
ſcention to allow at laſt that it may be, for ought 
he knows, no more than a Romance! | 
But he comforts himſelf with having this to re- 
turn upon us, ® That the Relation in the Lambeth 
Regiſter deſerves no better Name and Character; 
but is proved to be Fiction and Forgery, by Wit- 
neſſes who could not be ignorant of what paſſed 
at that time, and yet deny the very Fact of the 
Conſecrations of our Biſhops. We own that they 
deny their Orders, but mean nothing bur a De- 
nial of the Validity, and not of the Fact of their 
Conſecrations; and F. Le Quien owns that this is 
the State of the Queſtion, and takes upon him, 
in his firſt Treatiſe, to prove their Denial of the 
Fact, from Bonxer's Plea, and the Teſtimonies of 
Stapleton, Harding and Sanders, who all, he pre- 
tends, declare that our Prelates had not Impoſi- 
tion of Hands from the Perſons named in the Re- 


i Sup. p. 15, 70. * Sup. p. 16. Sup p. 78. 
nn Ibid. P- 119, 180. ſup· p. 475 
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ſter, nor any Impoſition of Hands af all. 1 
ave ſhewed that his Proofs, in all the Places he 


alledges, come to no more than that they deny 


their having the Impoſition of Biſhops Hands ; and 


have ſince had the Satisfaction to ſee, that him- 


ſelf, in his Second Work, repeats the ſame Paſ. 
fages over again for a Proof of nothing but this 
Concluſion, not that they had no Impoſition of 
Hands - all, ow not _ their reputed Conſe- 
crators, but that t not Epiſcopal Impoſi- 
tion of Hands. NY y 2 . 

May I not here congratulate Le Quien, as 
I did his Follower the Remarker a, upon his hav- 
ing the Honour of a compleat Victory over his 
Adverſaries, who all of them are ready to ſub- 
mit to his Demonſtration, that there is Evi- 


dence from Stapleton, Harding, &c. of their de- 


nying that our Prelates ever had the Impoſition 
of Biſhops Hands? And can their denying that 
Parker, &c. had Epiſcopal Conſecration be any 
thing elſe but a Denial of their being conſecrated 
by Perſons qualified to give them a rue and valid 
Conſecration? And might they not, notwirh- 
ſtanding this Denial, acknowledge that they had 


and Scory, &c. ſuch as, in their Judgment, could 
not truly and validly ordain them, tho' they might 
in falt give them Impoſition of Hands? If it be 
true that they might deny them to be validliy 
ordained, and yet acknowledge the Fact of 
their Ordination: Can Le Quien then pretend 


that their Denial of the Validity of the Ordi. 


nation by theſe Perſons, is the ſame with a Denial 
of the Fact of their ever having Hands laid up- 


on them by theſe Perſons? Yes, the Father finds 


himſelf obliged to own that which implies a De- 
nial of the Validity only, and yet is poſitive that 


® Sup. P. 295- 
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Ch. XI. thoroughly examined and confuted. 

it implies a Denial of the Fact. This is what he 
is reduced to in this Particular, by a Self. Con- 
viction that he was in the wrong in the whole 
Courſe of the Diſpute, in his Treatiſe of 1723. 
but reſolving ſtill, in his Other Treatiſe of this 
Year, not to give up the main Point, but at all 
Adventures to maintain, that let their Writers 
ſay what they will, they ſhall deny the very Fact 
of our Firſt Ordinations. And is not this an 
extraordinary Way of bringing his Adverſaries 
to Reaſon ? to attack them firſt very furiouſly, 
and then to cool upon ſecond Thoughts, and to 
come over to their Side; and yet to continue his 
Attack upon them, and require them to ſurren- 
der at Diſcretion, and to take what Quarter the 
Conqueror is pleaſed to give them? that is, to 
own that their Writers denying that Parker and 
his Brethren had true Biſhops for their Conſecra- 
tors, is the ſame as denying that they were conſe. 
crated by the Perſons named in the Acts of their 
Conſecration, or that the Office was performed 
by any Perſons whatſoever. | 
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